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This case study research examined middle level teachers’ current assessment
practices within one Midwest suburban district, by utilizing a survey entitled Assessment
Literacy Inventory for Classroom Educators (A.L.I.C.E.), designed to parallel the
Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (1990).
Previous research describes the importance of assessments, the critical role of a
highly quality teacher in constructing and integrating assessments; however, the
research was relatively devoid of studies describing the frequency with which teachers
utilize various assessments and knowledge regarding a district’s assessment context.
Results revealed that most middle level teachers in this district did not have a
college class on assessment in their undergraduate or graduate preparation. Nearly onehalf of these teachers received at least 11 hours of district professional development on
assessment, and about one-quarter received an additional 13 or more hours. Despite
such training, as well as access to instructional coaches and monthly staff and
professional learning community meetings, these teachers did not report having a
sound understanding of assessment terminology, and most still used predominately
traditional classroom measures, including oral response, graded homework, teacher
observation and paper and pencil tests. Across the 94 teacher respondents, 40 different
approaches to awarding final

grades to a student were reported. While many elements of a local balanced
assessment program exist, the district still faces implementation issues.
This study also determined that the amount of teacher training explains 17% of
the variability in classroom assessment practices, while teachers’ assessment knowledge
explains 38% of such variability in assessment practices, and 27% in the variability of
assessment communication practices. The amount of teacher training did not
significantly predict teachers’ assessment knowledge or assessment communication
practices
The findings in this study support previous research findings that most teachers
have received no formal assessment coursework. It also reveals the difficulty in
impacting the assessment practices and knowledge of teachers, despite significant
training and district-level supports. Overall, this research provides practical insights for
school district and higher education leaders on assessment literacy practices in middle
level classrooms.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
In this era of educational accountability, a high achieving district must insist on
designing a learning environment that allows students to achieve their individual
potential. It is a common theme frequently addressed in educational literature: the
need for better assessment practices that both measure and improve student learning
(Commission on Instructionally Supportive Assessment, 2001; Guskey, 2012; Shepard,
2000; Wiggins 1998). Several authors argue that educators need to know a core of
essential knowledge about classroom assessment, including principles and theories,
techniques and practices, and applications and outcomes (Eisner, 1998; Gallagher, 1998;
McMillan, 1997; Rudner & Schafer, 2002). In general, however, research regarding
assessment knowledge has not found its way into practice in the United States (Guskey,
2012).
At the same time, few higher education or K-12 institutions emphasize teacher
training in the various forms and uses of assessment in the classroom, there is limited
evaluation and review of the outcomes of classroom assessment, and little effort exists
to enhance the quality of it (Black & Wiliam, 1998a; Shepard, 2000; Guskey & Bailey,
2000; Stiggins, 2001a, 2002a; McMillan, Myran, & Workman, 2002; Stiggins, Arter, &
Chappuis, 2011). In this era of accountability, educators must be articulate in their
knowledge of assessment. They must recognize precisely what it is they want to
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measure and what types of measurement will achieve those goals; know how the data
will be utilized to inform classroom decision-making; and be able to communicate their
findings to students, colleagues, and parents.
The standards-based era of education requires educators to design assessments
that capture the complexity of learning rather than what Chudowsky, Glaser, and
Pellegrino (2003), describe as a “drop-in-from-the-sky” test. Assessment, as a measure
of educational outcomes, is expected to improve teaching as well as learning and
contribute to overall school improvement (McMillan, 2000; Shepard, 2000).
Unfortunately, several factors such as the current tension between standardized testing
and more authentic measures of learning, combined with a limited amount of research
on classroom assessment, has left a void in practitioners’ understanding of classroom
assessment practices (Cromey & Hanson, 2000; McMillan, 2000; Stiggins, 1998). The
void has left many teachers scratching their heads, wondering about appropriate
assessment, and an even greater number of students scratching their heads, wondering
why they must endure testing that may or may not align to the instructional goals.
The purpose of my study is to determine the current status of classroom
assessment among practicing teachers in three middle schools. Schools across the
nation could benefit from an understanding of teacher competence in regards to
assessment strategies. My study ascertains the alignment between teachers’ formative
assessment practices and recommended assessment standards by developing a ground
level picture of teachers’ understanding and use of assessment strategies. It also
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identifies assessment areas educators see as their strengths, and areas for potential
professional development.
Background
There is a strong bond between quality assessment practices and effective
schools. Research has shown that assessment can indicate what students have learned,
measure their level of mastery, and demonstrate what standards they have met (Dietel,
Herman, & Knuth, 1991; Sanders & Horn, 1995). Educational leaders need to carefully
understand both the use and limitations of assessment, but despite this need, there are
still limited opportunities for teachers or principals to access the level of training,
strategies, and resources needed to incorporate the best in classroom level assessment
practices into their work.
The assessment of student learning is one of the most critical roles of the
professional educator. It has been estimated that successful teachers spend up to fifty
percent of their time on assessment-related activities (Plake, 1993), because highquality classroom assessment is a vitally important teaching function that contributes to
every other teacher function (Brookhart, 1994, 2001). A teacher’s success in the
classroom depends on the development and implementation of high quality formative
assessments, which are used at various times to guide large-group and small-group
instruction, differentiate the curriculum for individualized needs, gauge whether
instructional objectives have been achieved, and provide building-level data for
promotion or retention.
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Assessment-literate educators enter the realm of assessment knowing what they
are assessing and why; how best to assess the skill, knowledge, or performance of
interest; how to generate good examples of student performance; what can potentially
go wrong with the assessment; and how to prevent that from happening. These
educators are also aware of the potential negative consequences of poor, inaccurate
assessment (Stiggins, 1995).
Such assessment literacy is rarely present in new teachers and can be difficult to
develop when teachers operate in an environment of isolation or when school districts
devote minimal professional development time related to assessment practices
(Mertler, 2004). As a critical component of effective teaching strategy, assessment
practices are new territory for most teacher preparation programs and not, historically,
an area of focus for professional learning and growth as teachers practice in the field
(Reeves, 2008).
Since the 1980’s, professional development for teachers has focused on content
and pedagogy (instructional strategies), with minimal attention to assessment for
learning (Schmoker, 2009). In the last decade, however, curriculum embedded
assessment has emerged as a driving force for instruction and as an actual instructional
strategy with strong implications for improving student learning (Shavelson et al., 2008).
For practicing teachers, however, this orientation to assessment and corresponding
strategies is new territory and, thus, will require a considerable investment in
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professional development before teachers have firmly embedded the appropriate use of
assessment into their day-to-day instructional repertoire.
Although local schools districts are beginning to use professional development
opportunities and the framework of professional learning communities to help teachers
learn together, try out new assessment practices, and evaluate ways that those
practices can inform instruction, most schools are very early into this work and are
limited in their ability and means to attain intensive professional training and
implementation support (Schmoker, 2009). As a practicing school administrator, I have
observed the intermediate school districts in my state providing opportunities for
countywide discussions among districts regarding shared professional development, but
these initiatives often lack an informed direction based upon what the teachers already
know and are able to implement with regard to best assessment practices.
In developing the conceptual framework for my study, it is important to
investigate a grade level that draws a relative void in the present literature. After an
extensive review of available research, few studies could be found that investigate the
present level of assessment literacy possessed by suburban middle school teachers in
relation to Stiggins’ (1999a) Classroom Assessment Competencies or the nationally
suggested, classroom assessment competencies. Instead, the field has relied upon
relatively subjective measures such as report card grades or parent feedback to evaluate
teachers. Indeed, dialogue about assessment among teachers may or may not carry
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over into their classrooms as effective assessment practices. To this end, it is important
to review the evolution of assessment practices over the past thirty years.
Beginning in the 1980’s, the research focused on standardized test results and
concluded that students’ test scores improved as instruction was aligned with
assessment (Linn, 1993). Supporters believe that standardized tests are cost-effective
measures that provide external accountability and visible results (Linn, 2001;
McDonnell, 1994). Critics of these tests, however, claim that they are superficial and
unable to measure the wide range of standards that schools are expected to meet. They
further argue that testing does not improve instruction, and many of the assessments
serve a punitive function (Kohn, 2001; Phye, 1997; Popham, 2002).
During the 1980’s, research focused on large-scale assessment; however, a few
researchers continued to explore classroom assessment. For example, Herman (1986)
reported that the majority of classroom assessments were teacher-developed and few
questions were used to measure students’ ability to apply knowledge.
In the 1990s there was backlash to the limitations of standardized tests and
emphasis was placed on creating more authentic assessments (Burstein, 1994; Linn,
Baker, & Dunbar, 1991; McTighe, 1996; Wiggins, 1990). There was an assumption that
alternative forms of assessment could meet other educational reform goals, such as
applying learning to other contexts, encouraging higher level thinking, and
demonstrating problem solving. Most of the published research, however, simply made
recommendations for policy and procedures (Ashbacher, 1993; Kane, Khattri, Reeve, &
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Adamson, 1997; Shepard, 1997), and did not examine how alternative forms of
assessment could, in fact, drive instructional redesign.
In 1992, Stiggins and Conklin published one of the larger studies on classroom
assessment. Through the use of surveys, observations, and interviews they found that
most teachers used short answer questions and generally lacked the training,
collaboration, and support they needed to effectively design and administer classroom
assessment. In support of these findings, Ashbacher (1993) identified similar barriers,
including the absence of facilitators to effective assessment that included administrative
support and technical assistance.
Several other studies in the late 1990s attempted to describe teachers’
assessment practices in the classroom. These explored the relationship between years
of experience and assessment methods (Bol, Stephenson, & Nunnery, 1998), compared
the knowledge and practice of elementary and secondary teachers (Daniel & King,
1998), and measured attitudes towards assessment (Quilter & Gallini, 2000). Through
these studies, portions of the current status of classroom assessment could be gleaned;
however, each study concurred that more research was needed on teachers’ use of
classroom assessment. Shepard (2000) summarized her findings, which have not
deviated much from Stiggins work from over a decade ago, by noting: “the content and
character of classroom assessments must be significantly improved; assessment
information must be part of the ongoing learning process” (p. 1).
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Currently, an emergent movement is working to bring a balance between
standardized and classroom assessments. This movement has several benefits: it can
provide a more even-handed approach to assessment, afford it more credibility, and
facilitate its use in more constructive ways (Coladarci, 2002; Rabinowitz, 2001). Some
researchers have explored the possibilities and have begun to frame this approach.
Cromey and Hanson (2000) identified characteristics of well-developed systems based
on their study of schools in Michigan. Others (Baker, Linn, Herman, & Koretz, 2002;
Claycomb & Kysilko, 2001; Hanushek & Raymond, 2002), as well as national
organizations, made recommendations for the design of these “balanced” systems, but
as Hanushek notes, “it still represents a young and highly selective body of work” (p. 1).
Problem Statement
Assessment has evolved from inconsistent, internal measures by teachers, to
unsystematic use of standardized testing, to exacting, federal mandates for student
testing (Marzano, Pickering, & McTighe, 1993; Phye, 1997; Stiggins, 2001a). There has
been a great deal of research on standardized testing since its emergence in the 1950s
and, especially, since states began large scale testing. During this past decade, there has
been significantly less research on classroom level assessment (Webber & Luppart,
2011; Waugh & Gronund, 2012).
The existing research on classroom assessment shows that teachers receive little
training in this area, rely on traditional paper-and-pencil tests, and lack the level of skill
required to design effective assessments (Guskey, 2003; Webber & Luppart, 2011;
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Waugh & Gronund, 2012; Stiggins, 2012). In order to contribute to the growing
emphasis on finding a balance between high-stakes testing and effective classroom
assessment, there is a need for better information on classroom assessment (Cromey &
Hanson, 2000; Stiggins, 2012). Indeed, there are many national-level recommendations
for quality assessment from sources including the Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation, the National Council on Measurement in Education, the
National Academy’s Committee on the Foundations of Assessment, the National
Education Association, and the Assessment Training Institute.
There is very little information, however, on how classroom practice aligns with
these assessment guidelines. This creates a blind spot for policy makers and district
leaders alike. Without a clearer picture of how current classroom assessment does or
does not align with standards of educational assessment, it is very difficult to identify
what is needed, either at a policy level or a local district level or both, to help classroom
teachers adapt their practice in ways that utilize best assessment practice in service of
best instructional practice.
My study investigates whether teachers in three middle schools regularly
implement national recommended assessment practices within their classroom. The
Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (AFT,
NCME, & NEA, 1990) were originally developed to address the problem of inadequate
assessment training for teachers. The Standards essentially describe the degree to
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which an educator is assessment literate. “Assessment literacy” has been defined as
follows:
Assessment literate educators recognize sound assessment,
evaluation, and communication practices; they (a) understand which assessment
methods to use to gather dependable information and student achievement, (b)
communicate assessment results effectively, whether using report card grades,
test scores, portfolios, or conferences, and (c) can use assessment to maximize
student motivation and learning by involving students as full partners in
assessment, record keeping, and communication. (Center for School
Improvement and Policy Studies, Boise State University, p. 27)
The Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of
Students (1990), specify teacher skills in the following areas: Choosing and Developing
Assessment Methods; Administering, Scoring, and Interpreting Assessment Results;
Using Assessment Results for Decision Making and Grading; Communicating Assessment
Results; and Recognizing Unethical Assessment Practices. These Standards essentially
describe the extent to which an educator is assessment literate.
In order to effect any necessary change with educational policy, state mandates,
and district level professional development, we must establish a greater repertoire of
studies that address assessment practices at the middle level and a baseline derived
from the teachers, themselves.
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Research Questions
In order to build an understanding of a clearer picture of current assessment
practices, this study addresses the following research questions:
1. What has been the assessment context for middle level teachers within one
suburban district over the past five years and to what extent has this
district been able to implement a local balanced assessment program?
2. In reference to the assessment literacy of such teachers, what is their
perceived levels of assessment knowledge and practice in relation to the
national standards of assessment literacy?
3. What relationships exist between:
a) levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment knowledge;
b) levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment practices in
the classroom;
c) levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment
communication practices;
d) levels of perceived assessment knowledge with perceived assessment
practices in the classroom; and
e) levels of perceived assessment knowledge with perceived assessment
communication practice?
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Conceptual Framework
Assessment of and for learning has occupied the literature since the inception of
the No Child Left Behind (2001) federal legislation. As accountability systems evolve,
educators have concluded that once-a-year testing does not provide sufficient evidence
to inform many crucial, instructional decisions, which has fueled a renewed interest in
formative assessment. Traditionally, the term “formative” has referred to assessments
used to support learning. However, in the current environment, formative assessment
as defined by the testing companies would refer to a system of more frequent,
formative assessments administered at regular intervals to determine which students
have not yet met the subject area standards (Stiggins & Chappuis, 2006). By contrast,
“assessment for learning” happens at the classroom level and involves students in every
aspect of their own assessment to build their confidence and maximize achievement.
It rests on the underlying principle that students, not just adults, are data-driven
instructional decision makers.
Assessment for learning differs from formative assessment through several key
features. State standards are deconstructed into classroom-level learning targets, which
teachers translate into language that students understand, so they know what they are
responsible for learning. These same classroom-level targets are developed into
dependable classroom assessments, aspects of which are integrated into the daily
instruction. Both teacher and student understand the definition of success for that unit
of study and the teacher provides a dependable flow of feedback that permits students
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to self-evaluate, reflect, and grow. Students and teachers become partners in the
classroom assessment process, relying on student-involved assessment, record keeping,
and communication to help students understand precisely what success looks like, see
where they are now, and learn to close the gap between the two (Stiggins & Chappuis,
2006).
Studies on the formative function of assessment for learning recognize that such
assessment needs to be aligned, at least in part, with the summative function of
assessment, which allows the teacher to monitor achievement against a given set of
standards (Shavelson et al., 2008). Black and Wiliam (1998b) suggested that formative
assessment might very well improve student learning. The challenge is that a number of
teachers cannot individually design tests to measure student mastery of the curriculum
objectives (Stiggins & Conklin, 1992; Stiggins, 2012). In addition, many of these tests are
made in a rather cursory manner, with some items being constructed for convenience
rather than for an intended purpose. Marso and Pigge (1991) found that many teachers
who make their own tests do not assess performance on content objectives at the
intended cognitive level. According to Goyal (2012), a 17 year old student, calls this
teacher assessment practice a “drill, fill, bubble, kill approach” (p. 56). The idea to utilize
assessments for learning in order to improve student learning and performance is not
new (Holler, Barnes-Tyson, Corlett, Lia, & Zabel, 2003). The challenge for educators,
however, is to find the most effective ways to take what they know about classroom-
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based assessment practices and leverage that knowledge into practical skills for
teachers.
Research has shown that by consistently applying principles of assessment for
learning yields unprecedented gains in student achievement, especially for low
achievers (Black & Wiliam, 1998a). While these assessment practices hold great promise
at virtually any grade level, few teachers were given the opportunity to learn to apply
principles of assessment for learning during their preparation to teach. Colleges of
education often do not provide direct coursework focused on assessment training, and
school administration programs typically do not provide administrators with any
formalized assessment training (Stiggins & Chappuis, 2006; Stiggins & Duke, 2008).
In summary, as the forces on assessment have evolved, this emerging movement
towards assessment for learning has the potential to significantly impact policies
regarding school-based assessment (Cutlip, 2003; Rabinowitz, 2001). This tension was
the driving force behind my proposed study, which seeks to illuminate classroom
assessment practices: teacher assessment knowledge and assessment practice. The
literature supports the need to examine classroom-level assessment literacy, to find
balance in the measurement of educational outcomes, to align classroom assessment
with assessment standards, to provide an accurate appraisal of a student’s
performance, and to use this information to maximize the effectiveness of assessment
in teaching and learning.
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As depicted in Figure 1, we know what teachers need to know and understand in
order to apply principles of assessment effectively in their classrooms, but what we do
not know is to what degree teachers apply the nationally recommended principles of
classroom assessment competencies within their classrooms, and what relationship
might exist between assessment training, assessment communication practices and a
teacher’s assessment knowledge or assessment practice. Schools that invest in
enhancing the quality of their classroom assessments can boost average scores on
subsequent large-scale assessments (Black & Wiliam, 1998a). If we want to maximize
student achievement, we must pay attention to daily assessment practices.

*Nationally Suggested
Standards for Teacher
Competence in the
Educational Assessment of
Students (1990).
1. Connecting assessments to
clear purposes
2. Clarifying achievement
expectations
3. Applying proper assessment
methods
4. Developing quality
assessment exercises and
scoring criteria and
sampling appropriately
5. Avoiding bias in assessment
6. Communicating effectively
about student achievement
7. Using assessment as an
instructional intervention

Teacher Assessment Literacy

Assessment
Knowledge

Assessment
Communication
Practices

Assessment
Training

Assessment
Practice

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework: Gutierrez (2014) Study.
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Methods Overview and Case Setting
This particular research study targets its research questions through a case study
approach, using mixed methods that draw from both quantitative and qualitative
techniques. The case study approach allows me as the researcher to focus on middle
level practices within a suburban district setting and study the findings within this
particular setting. Through the use of survey questions, I was able to gather data from
teachers on their application of assessment knowledge within their middle level
classrooms.
The middle level teachers were chosen in this district because the K-6 grade
teachers adopted a standards-based report card in Fall 2011 and no longer issue letter
grades. The middle level teachers are spread over three buildings with building
principals who have served for a minimum of three years. Additionally, in reviewing
relevant studies, while there are a number of elementary or secondary studies related
to classroom assessment, few focus uniquely on the middle school years.
The data for my research comes from one public school K-12 system, whose
campus is located in a suburban setting outside of a major metropolitan area. The
district was founded in 1956 when residents in 13 neighboring, one-room schools
consolidated into one district to build a high school for their children. Today, the district
has grown to serve over 10,200 students within a suburban area that encompasses 68
square miles. The district in the study ranks as the 17th largest district in the state, and
houses seven K-4 elementary schools, two grades K-6 buildings, three 5/6 schools, three
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7/8 middle schools, and three high schools. My study will focus on the three middle
schools each serving grades seven and eight.
A teacher’s knowledge and application of classroom assessment concepts and
their relative assessment strengths in relation to the national standards are assessed
utilizing a survey instrument titled, the Assessment Literacy Inventory for Classroom
Educators (A.L.I.C.E). A.L.I.C.E (2012) was designed by the student investigator to parallel
the existing Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of
Students (1990).
The survey also provides a glimpse in the ways in which teachers apply their
assessment knowledge within their middle level classroom. Teachers at three Midwest
middle schools completed the surveys and the data was analyzed utilizing descriptive
and inferential statistics. Overall the survey is intended to measure general concepts
related to a teacher’s assessment literacy, including their training, assessment
knowledge, assessment practices, and assessment communication practices.
In addition to the quantitative survey data, in order to understand the context, a
qualitative lens was also applied. I interviewed building level and district level
coordinators to capture the district vision, resources, presentations, and philosophy of
adult learning guiding the professional development opportunities involving assessment
practices available to middle level teachers over the past five years.
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Significance of the Study
My study is important given the growing demands placed on educators to ensure
students achieve at or above grade level each year. To comply with the requirements of
No Child Left Behind, state testing and grade level content expectations, the individual
achievement of each student must be carefully and accurately measured over time.
According to Stiggins’ (1999a) Classroom Assessment Competencies, it is imperative that
teachers can connect assessments to a clear purpose, clarify achievement expectations,
apply proper assessment methods, develop quality assessment exercises and scoring
criteria, avoid bias, communicate effectively, and use assessment as an instructional
intervention.
The purpose of my research is to determine teachers’ assessment practices
within their classrooms. This in turn, can be used to develop more effective, systematic,
and accountability measures that can form the basis for policy design, guide future
professional development efforts, and perhaps inform teacher preparation programs at
the university level.
This research on classroom assessment examines the practices of middle school
teachers and makes comparisons to recommended standards and practices. The lack of
research in this area combined with the increasing emphasis at the national, state, and
local level on assessment creates the need to understand current practices. Too often
we rely on subjective thinking about assessment practices rather than research-based
findings.
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Knowledge of how teachers assess, what they assess, and how they use
information from assessment contributes to a deeper understanding of the current
balance and application of classroom assessment principles. Information on alignment
with recommended practices identifies strengths and weakness of existing practices. At
the local level, the outcomes of this research can be used in guiding district policy and
identifying gaps in knowledge and practice. The data can be shared with teachers to
raise their awareness of variations in assessment practices among themselves and their
colleagues, shape professional conversations, and focus efforts to improve individual
and collective ability to accurately assess the outcomes of learning.
School administrators can use this research to make decisions about professional
development that addresses assessment. The study can also be used as a template for
other middle level schools and school districts to determine a teacher’s current ability to
apply sound assessment practices within their classrooms. In order to drive student
achievement, the development of a balanced and logical approach to assessment is
necessary, but this work largely occurs behind closed classroom doors.
As Cutlip (2003, p. 2) points out “Balanced assessment provides accurate and
timely information about student achievement to students, teachers, school and district
administrations, and local, state, and federal policymakers.” A clear understanding of
assessment practices could guide educational policy decisions at the State Board of
Education level. As the Federal Government works to re-write the 2002 No Child Left
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Behind Act [NCLB], State level departments of education have opportunities to submit
revisions.
The outcomes of this research are likely to have implications for future study and
will further build upon the body of literature surrounding an earlier attempt to look at
teacher assessment practices called the Assessment Literacy Inventory (ALI, 2004) tool
developed by Mertler and Campbell. While my study originally received permission to
utilize ALI, the research questions led to the creation of an entirely new survey
instrument, Assessment Literacy Inventory for Classroom Educators (A.L.I.C.E., 2012)
written by Gutierrez.
The study could be expanded to address other questions regarding assessment
or narrowed in its focus to emphasize particular aspects of assessment. The study could
also be replicated in other school districts or pursued using a larger population. The
outcomes of this study are significant in driving professional development efforts
regarding classroom assessment literacy.
Chapter I Summary
The research supporting the need for high quality classroom assessment at the
national level and large-scale studies of broad systems is exhaustive; however, this study
details how individual classroom teachers apply their assessment knowledge in the
classroom at the middle level. My study is a case study that investigates the
congruencies and incongruences between teacher practice and nationally suggested
classroom assessment competencies. The remainder of this study is divided into the
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following chapters: Chapter II presents a literature review of classroom assessment
initiatives and practices and research related to classroom assessment. Chapter III
presents, in detail, the methodology and design of the study, including: population and
sampling, instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, and ethical considerations.
Chapter IV presents an analysis of the data. Chapter V presents the summary,
conclusions and recommendation of the study.

22

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
“You cannot teach a man anything: you can only help him find it within himself.”
Galileo Galilei, 1564-1642
Background
The constellation of literature, research and empirical evidence on classroom
assessment has many points of illumination. There are historical perspectives that run
the gamut from the back-to-basics movement of the 1970s, through the minimum
competency movement of the 1980s and the growth of standardized testing in the
1990s, to the reauthorization of The Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 2001
(Linn, 2001; Marzano, Pickering, & McTighe, 1993; Phye, 1997). There are policymakers’
perspectives on the value of standardized testing in regulating education and holding
schools accountable (McDonnell, 1994), psychometricians who offer statistical
strategies for enhancing the validity and reliability of tests (Clare, 2000; Linn & Baker,
2001), and the literature is replete with guidance on how to write a good test (Airasian,
1994; Gallagher, 1998; Linn & Gronlund, 1995; Waugh & Gronund, 2012). Providing
balance to these views of assessment is the literature on authenticity in assessment
(Ashbacher, 1993; Eisner, 1999; McTighe, 1996; Shepard et al., 1995; Webber & Luppart,
2011; Wiggins, 1990) and research on cognition (Jenson, 2000; Pellegrino, Chudowsky, &
Glaser, 2001). Combining all these factors has resulted in “classroom assessment being
one of the most hotly debated topics in educational circles” (Phye, 1997, p. 33).

23

In the classroom, assessment takes on many functions and forms, and teachers
have a variety of assessment tools available to them. There are those who believe that
“teacher’s grading practices are highly variable” (Phye, 1997, p. 29), teachers
assessment literacy is limited (Plake & Impara, 1997), and they receive little training in
classroom assessment (Stiggins & Conklin, 1992; Stiggins, 2001b). However, the existing
literature illuminates only portions of the picture and raises more questions than
answers about teachers’ utilization of assessment in the classroom. The research, as this
literature review will show, is particularly lacking at the middle school level.
In addition to the increasing emphasis on classroom assessment there is a
growing movement toward balanced assessment systems. While state systems of
standardized testing reveal broad patterns, local assessment can provide more detailed
information about individual students that can be used to improve instruction (Cutlip,
2003; Rabinowitz, 2001). These locally developed systems have many supporters and
recommendations for design (Coladarci, 2000; Cutlip, 2003; Rabinowitz & Ananda, 2001;
Stiggins, 2002b). However, relatively little research demonstrates whether teachers are
aware of their components, are applying them in the classroom, and are meeting the
recommended standards (Cromey & Hanson, 2000). This crossroads, where
standardized, authentic, and classroom assessment blend with knowledge of cognition
to contribute to the development of assessment systems raises unique issues in
classroom assessment. These issues will be explored in this literature review.
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What is Assessment?
The terms “assessment,” “evaluation,” “measurement,” and “testing” are
sometimes used interchangeably in gathering information on students. To the casual
observer, these words may have the same meaning but there are distinct differences.
The definitions, purposes, and types of assessment, as explained by educators and
authors who know them well, are described in this section.
Definitions of Assessment
“Assessment is the process of collecting, synthesizing, and interpreting
information to aide in decision making” (Airasian, 1994, p. 5). It is the most general of
the terms that describe how teachers gather and use information. “In the classroom,
assessment considers students’ performances on tasks in a variety of settings and
contexts” (Gallagher, 1998, p. 3). Pellegrino, Chudowski, and Glaser (2001) describe it as
a way of providing feedback to students, educators, policymakers, and the public about
how well students are learning.
“Evaluation involves making judgments about the quality of pupils’ performances
or a possible course of action” (Airasian, 1994, p. 6). It involves conferring value or
worth to student work. A value can be placed based on qualitative or quantitative data;
however, quantifying data results in measurement. This data can be collected through
observations, performance tasks, examination of products, or from written work.
“Measurements are the process of quantifying or assigning a number to
performance” (Airasian, 1994, p. 6). Gallagher (1998, p. 3) is even more specific when
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she says that “measurement is the process of quantifying the degree to which someone
or something possesses a given characteristic, quality, or feature.” It can be done by
counting how may correct answers a student has given in relation to the total by
assigning a percentage, or by stating a student’s numerical score.
In comparison, the term “test” connotes a more formal, systematic method of
determining a student’s knowledge. Traditionally, tests have been paper-and-pencil
methods designed to elicit some predetermined behavior, knowledge, or skill from the
person being tested. Linn and Gronlund (1995, p. 5) describe it as “a type of assessment
that typically consists of a set of questions administered during a fixed period of time
under reasonably comparable conditions for all students.”
Purposes of Assessment
Teachers assess for many reasons (Airasian, 1994; Linn & Gronlund, 1995;
Pellegrino, Chudowsky, & Glaser, 2001). They may be required to do so by school or
public policy. They may be expected to assess as part of the curriculum. They may
choose to assess in order to gather more information and make decisions about
students. Teachers make judgments about academic performance and behavior, as well
as to diagnose student strengths and deficiencies, which in turn may result in
adjustments within the classroom or referral for outside assistance. Phye (1997, p. 10)
summarizes three purposes of assessment: “a) Discovering and documenting students’
strengths and weaknesses, b) planning and enhancing instruction, and c) evaluating
progress and making decisions about students.” Kane, Khattri, Reeve, and Adamson
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(1997) identify four purposes of assessment as: influencing and information instruction
and curriculum, monitoring student progress, holding teachers and schools accountable,
and certifying student achievement.
Assessment can also serve to provide feedback to students. It can give them an
idea of their knowledge and skills in relation to others or in relation to a norm or
standard. Teachers can use assessment to place students in a group for either
instructional purposes or for behavioral and social reasons. In this respect, assessments
can be either summative or formative. Summative assessment is “conducted to help
determine whether a student has attained a certain level of competency after
completing a particular phase of education” (Pelligrino, Chudowsky, & Glaser, 2001, p.
38). Formative assessment “assists in learning by providing specific information about a
student’s strengths and difficulties with learning” (Pellegrino et al., 2001, p. 38).
Planning for instructional content, determining instructional strategies, and
delivering and evaluating the curriculum are all influenced by assessment results.
Teachers, schools, and districts can determine the extent to which students are reaching
goals, alter curriculum and instruction in response to assessment data, and provide
needed interventions to improve outcomes.
The importance of all these applications of assessment then begs the question of
why so little emphasis is placed on assessment literacy in teacher preparation
institutions, pre-service teacher in-services, or professional development opportunities
at the middle level. To be effective, teachers must understand its use in the classroom

27

and seek a balance of assessment methodology. These beliefs are reiterated in the
literature of Cromey and Hanson (2000), Rabinowitz (2001), and Stiggins (2001a, 2002a).
Stiggins (2002a, p. 762) points out “assessment training is virtually non-existent in
teacher and administrator training programs.” It is to this problem that my research is
being directed. Based on the belief that assessment is an important part of teaching and
learning, it is essential to understand how it is being done in the classroom. As this
review of the literature will illustrate, the larger proportion of the research on classroom
assessment has been done at the elementary and high school levels, with less
information available about the practices of middle school teachers.
Types of Assessment
The numerous terms, phrases, and descriptions of assessment can be confusing
to anyone not familiar with the jargon of education. “Norm,” “criterion,” “authentic,”
“alternative,” “formative,” and “balanced” each describe some aspect of assessment,
but the sheer range of alphabet soup terminology can confound educators. For the sake
of clarity in explaining and defining relevant terms, definitions from several sources will
be combined (See Table 1 with terms listed alphabetically).
“Tests can be categorized into two major groups: norm-referenced and criterionreferenced. They differ in their intended purposes, the way in which content is selected,
and the scoring process” (Rudner & Schafer, 2002, p. 21). Norm-referenced test results
are compared to the scores of a normed or representative group of students. These
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tests classify and rank students and describe their relative standing in some known
group.
Criterion-referenced tests determine how well a student does “relative to
predetermined performance level on a specified set of educational goals or outcomes
included in the school, district, or state curriculum” (Rudner & Schafer, 2002, p. 21).
They can provide specific information about a student’s knowledge and skills that can be
interpreted in terms of clearly defined standards.
Both norm and criterion-referenced tests can be standardized meaning that they
use “uniform procedures for administration and scoring in order to assure that the
results from different people are comparable” (Rudner & Schafer, 2002, p. 21). In
relation to classroom assessment, criterion-referenced assessments are more
commonly used.
Many different types of assessment are used in the classroom. Traditionally,
forced-choice (selected-response) items have been used often. Students are given
questions that are accompanied by a range of possible responses. Examples of forcedchoice include multiple-choice, true-false, matching, and fill-in-the-blank where there is
one correct answer.
Another widespread strategy is the use of essays. “They are very useful in
assessing students’ understanding of big ideas, concepts and generalizations, and the
relationships among these ideas” (Marzano, 1997, p. 6).
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There is some confusion and disagreement regarding alternative forms of
assessment that have also been referred to as performance assessment or authentic
assessment. Bracey (2000, p. 15) describes authentic assessment as an attempt to
measure a performance directly in a ‘real-life’ setting. Wiggins (1998, p. 21) adds to this
by stating that “assessment is authentic when we anchor testing in the kind of work real
people do, rather than merely eliciting easy-to-score responses to simple questions.”
CRESST (2001) states that alternative assessment is also called authentic or performance
assessment and “requires students to generate a response to a question or problem
rather than choose from a set of responses provided to them” (p. 1). The National
Education Association (1993, cited in Petty, 2001) states “an authentic assessment
engages students in challenges that closely represent what they are likely to face as
everyday workers and citizens. The context, purpose, audience, and constraints of an
authentic assessment must connect in some way to real situations and problems” (p.
10). Linn and Gronlund (1995) clarify some of this confusion whey they say:
Performance assessments are frequently referred to as ‘authentic assessment’ to
emphasize that they assess performance while students are engaged in problem
solving and learning experiences that are valued in their own right, not just as a
means of appraising student achievement. However, not all performance
assessments are ‘authentic’ in the sense that they engage students in solving
real problems. (p. 13)
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Assessments should be utilized properly in the classroom if they are going to measure
student learning or provide a gauge on instruction. Assessment cannot be used to
merely sort students or to criticize education. Its goal must be to improve education
(Lockwood & McLean, 1996).
For the purpose of clarity and consistency, alternative measures including
performances, portfolios, exhibitions, and demonstrations will be described.
Performances require students to actively accomplish complex and significant tasks
while bringing to bear prior knowledge, recent learning, and relevant skills to solve
realistic or authentic problems. Rudner and Shafer (2002) explain performance-based
assessment as a “set of strategies for the application of knowledge, skills, and work
habits through performance of tasks that are meaningful and engaging to students” (p.
65). Performances generally have pre-established standards towards which students are
striving. Airasian (1994) describes distinguishing characteristics of performance as a
student demonstration of learning that can be broken down into smaller steps, is
directly observable, and measured by performance on the smaller steps.
Portfolios are a selective collection of an individual student’s work over a specific
period of time. They can include written, audio or video materials, and can be organized
in a variety of fashions. The portfolio itself includes samples of work. It becomes
“portfolio assessment when 1) the assessment purpose is defined; and 2) criteria for
assessing the work are identified and used to make judgments about performance”
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(CRESST, 2001, p. 2). Depending on how it is designed, the portfolio can be used as an
assessment technique to measure student progress over time.
Exhibitions are displays by students of work they have completed and products
they have created. These frequently involved students in long-term preparation and
formalized presentation. Demonstrations, experiments, productions, constructions,
creations, and designs are also used as types of alternative assessment. The key factors
in their use for assessment are that they measure learning in valid and reliable ways,
they align with expected outcomes, and they have measurable components.
Assessments can be classified as summative or formative. Traditional assessment
methods are generally summative meaning “they are designed to determine the extent
to which the instructional goals have been achieved and are used primarily for assigning
course grades or for certifying student mastery of the intended learning outcomes”
(Linn & Gronlund, 1995, p. 15). On the other side of the spectrum is formative
assessment, which Linn and Gronlund (1995) define, “Formative assessment is used to
monitor learning progress during instruction. Its purpose is to provide continuous
feedback to both student and teacher concerning learning successes and failures” (p.
14).
Many researchers feel that formative measurements provide educators better
feedback than summative ones, because, “assessment becomes formative when the
information is used to adapt teaching and learning to meet students’ needs” (Black &
Wiliam, 1998, p. 140). Stiggins (2002b) explains that formative assessments also serve to
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motivate students more effectively than summative. Formative assessment is diagnostic
in that the information gained from formative assessment can be used by the teacher to
modify instruction and identify individual and group interventions. Students can use the
feedback to identify gaps between their current knowledge and skills and the desired
goals as well as to identify specific areas in need of improvement. According to Wiggins
(1998 p. 110), “Assessment should be deliberately designed to improve and educate
student performance, and not merely to audit as most school tests currently do.”
Accountability Criteria for Quality Assessment
Teachers, administrators, and other stakeholders use assessment in a variety of
ways. Assessments that are both reliable and valid assist teachers and administrators in
making reasonable and appropriate inferences from assessment results. Several authors
(Airasian, 1994; Linn & Gronlund, 1995; Rudner & Schafer, 2002) refer to Messick’s work
in the 1980s as the foundation of our understanding of validity and reliability.
“The single most important characteristic of good assessment information is its
ability to help the teacher make a correct decision. This is the characteristic called
validity” (Airasian, 1994, p. 21). “Test validity refers to the degree with which the
inferences based on test scores are meaningful, useful, and appropriate. Thus test
validity is a characteristic of a test when it is administered to a particular population”
(Rudner & Shafer, 2002, p. 12). Airasian (1994, p. 21) adds “it is concerned with the
extent to which the sample of pupil performance gathered permits generalizations
about pupil behavior in similar, non-assessed situations.” Criterion-related validity refers
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to the extent “that test scores are systematically related to one or more outcome
criteria” (Rudner & Schafer, 2002, p. 12). In these assessments, an individual student’s
performance is compared to specific learning objectives or standards. Content-related
validity “refers to the extent to which the test questions represent the skills in the
specified subject area” (Rudner & Schafer, 2002, p. 12). Essentially, it asks whether the
test is measuring what it is supposed to measure. To enhance content-validity, a teacher
must develop an assessment instrument that aligns with the knowledge and skills
identified in the curriculum standards.
Reliability is a measure of consistency. Rudner and Shafer (2002, p. 16) offer two
definitions of reliability. “Reliability is the extent to which the measurements resulting
from a test are the result of characteristics of those being measured.” It is also defined
as “the degree to which test scores for a group of test takers are consistent over
repeated applications of a measurement procedure” (p. 16). They go on to explain that
high-stakes tests can contain very little error, but classroom assessments can tolerate
more error, which may derive from the students, the assessment itself, the
administration of it, or the scoring of it.
Airasian (1994) describes the one characteristic of good assessment as providing
information on which to make appropriate decisions based on the assessment
information, not the assessment method. While assessment information may be valid
for one decision or group, it may not be valid in other circumstances.
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Table 1
Summary of Assessment Definitions
Assessment Term

Definition

Reference

Alternative Assessment

The use of student performances, learning
portfolios, demonstrations, or exhibitions.
Students create a response to a question:
projects, exhibitions, demonstrations, develop a
product.

Lockwood and McLean (1996), Phye
(1997), Rudner & Shafer (2002).

Authentic Assessment /
Performance Assessment

An assessment working to measure a student’s
performance in a real-life setting. A performance
assessment might ask for a student performance
in response to a specific role, purpose, and
problem.

Wiggins & McTighe (1998);
McDonald (1992); Birsteom (1994),
Eisner (1999); Petty (2001); Shepard,
Flexer, Hiebert, Marion, Mayfield &
Weston (1995), Stiggins (2012),
Suurtamm (2000), Wiggins (1990).

Balanced Assessment

A number of measures that together document
student achievement by providing accurate and
timely information about student achievement
to students, teachers, school and district
administrations, and local, state, and federal
policymakers. District agrees upon achievement
expectations: content, problem-solving, and
knowledge.Educators must be assessment
literate in order to understand when and how to
apply a variety of assessment methods.

Cutlip (2003); Baxter, Glaser &
Raghaven (1994); Rober (1995);
Goyal (2012);, Guskey (2012);
Rabinowitz & Ananda (2001); Reeves
(2008), Schmoker (2009).

Criterion-Referenced
Test

Measures a student’s performance against a
goal, specific objective, or standard.

Rudner & Shafer (2002), Michigan
Council for Educator Effectiveness
(2013).

Formative Assessment

Assesses a student’s performance during
instruction, and usually occurs regularly
throughout the instruction process. Often used
to adapt teaching and meet students’ needs.

Linn and Gronland (1995); Black &
Wiliam (2003); Marzano (2007);
Bloom, Hastings, & Madaus (1971);
Boston (2002); Shavelson, Young,
Ayala, Brandon, Furtak, and RuizPrimo (2008).

Norm-Referenced Test

Compare’s a student’s performance against a
national or other “norm” group.

Rudner & Shafer (2002), Black &
Wiliam (2003), Popham (2001).

Summative Assessment

Measures a student’s achievement at the end of
instruction. Traditional assessments are
summative and used to assign a grade.

Linn and Gronland (1995), Black and
Wiliam (1998), Marzano (2007),
Stiggins (1995, 1998).

Traditional Assessment

Student chooses a response from a list such as
true/false, multiple choice, fill in the blank,
matching, fill in the blank.

Airisian (1984), Black & Wiliam
(1998b), Brookhart (2001), Clare
(2000), McMillan (2005).
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This validity is a matter of degree and must be interpreted and used accordingly.
He explains that the importance of reliability in good assessment is to provide
consistency and stability to assessment results. In other words, these results would be
similar with any reliable assessment method.
McMillan (2005) expands on these previous descriptors of quality assessment by
including the ability to distinguish between the measurement (scores) and evaluation
(interpretation of scores). He uses Wiggins’ term “educative assessment” to explain that
assessment influences student learning, engagement, and motivation. Not only does
assessment inform instruction, but it also enhances it.
An understanding of the purposes and types of assessment provides a sound
foundation for developing and implementing assessment that will improve teaching and
learning. As Stiggins and Conklin (1992, p. vii) point out, “it is absolutely essential that
educators not only understand the nature of the outcomes students are to achieve, but
also know how to translate those achievement targets into appropriate, high-quality
assessments.” They believe that assessment is the weak link in the curriculum triad of
what is written, taught, and tested.
Assessment and School Reform
Reform efforts of the past two decades have focused on the use of time, size of
schools, instructional strategies, pre-service and in-service training, technology,
cognition, site-based planning, community involvement, and a myriad of other issues.
Research has been extensive in some of these areas and more limited in others.
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Marzano, Pickering, and McTighe (1993) explain that “at least three factors have
contributed to the demand for assessment reform: the changing nature of educational
goals, the relationship between assessment and teaching and learning, and the
limitations of the current methods” (p. 23). In connecting assessment to reform, Eisner
(1998, p. 1) states that assessment and educational reform are “inextricably related
themes” and that assessment should function as a means of informing instruction.
Wiggins (1998) explains that assessment is central, not peripheral to instruction, and
that assessment reform can occur only when the focus is on the purpose of assessment,
not merely the techniques and tools. However, as Shepard (2000, p. 1) points out,
“assessment and instruction are often conceived as curiously separate in both time and
purpose.” English (2000, p. 8) supports this belief when he refers to his model of the
three elements of curriculum (written, taught, tested) that he says could each be
“floating around, unconnected to each other.”
Accompanying many of the reform efforts has been the development of largescale assessments. These assessments have been scrutinized, validated, tested for
reliability and generalizability, and aligned with standards. Yet, criticism abounds in
regards to their design, use, administration, and interpretation (Hymes, Chafin, &
Gonder, 1993; Kohn, 2001; Nathan, 2002; Popham, 2002; Wassermann, 2001).
Both large-scale and classroom assessment can contribute to informing and
improving instruction. Breaking Ranks (1996), a publication of the National Association
of Secondary School Principals, recommends that high schools, “assess the academic
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progress of students in a variety of ways so that a clear and valid picture emerges of
what they know and are able to do” (p. 6). The New England Association of Schools and
Colleges (NEASC) set standards for high school accreditation and restructuring that
include assessment as one of four primary areas. NEASC (2003) requires that “teachers
use a variety and range of classroom assessment strategies” and “use the results to
improve instructional practices” (p. 34).
Beginning in 1990 with the American Federation of Teachers, National Council on
Measurement in Education, and the National Education Association’s Standards for
Teacher Competence in Educational Assessment of Students and continuing through the
2002 Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation’s Student Evaluation
Standards, there have been many recommendations for improving assessment. In light
of the standards, study, and commentary on assessment in relation to reform, it is
noteworthy that little research has been done on the role of classroom assessment in
school reform. If education is truly to reform, then classroom assessment should be at
the head of rather than the tail end of reform (McMillan, 2000). Ashbacher (1999, p. 1)
sums up current assessment practice when she says “There is a well-known truism in
education: The heart of school reform is what happens in the classroom.”
Influences on Classroom Assessment
Classroom assessment has been influenced by historical forces, standardized
testing, authentic assessment, reform movements, research on cognition, and myriad of
other factors. It is important to understand how these factors contribute to the present
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status of middle school classroom assessment and how they are driving the future of
assessment. This information then becomes the basis for understanding the current
status of middle school classroom assessment.
Standardized Testing
Standardized testing has generated a significant amount of controversy. Critics
on both sides of the issue passionately defend their position. Knupp and Ansley (2008),
distinguishing between elementary and high school testing, explain that there is more
difficulty at the secondary level with standardized testing. They attribute this to
differences in school structures where an elementary teacher has primary responsibility
for one group of students, administers the test to them, and interprets the results.
Elementary teachers appear more aware of the social emotional development of
students across disciplines and are much more involved with the whole child.
In contrast, secondary students might interact with a teacher for 50 minutes
each day and may never have been taught by a particular test administrator. Ansley
(1997) also points out the differences in elementary and secondary curriculum. It is
easier to delineate what fourth grade math entails than eighth grade math since
“students enroll in various levels of a particular curriculum area according to their
interests, abilities, and future plans” (p. 268). These inherent differences have resulted
in many challenges to and criticisms of standardized testing, particularly at the
secondary level.
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Critics claim that standardized tests result in a narrowing of the curriculum,
teaching to the test, lower order thinking, and more time spent on test preparation.
Lester (2007) writing about mathematics assessments states that high stakes testing
“places pressure on classroom assessment in that the content and methods of high
stakes testing often become a focal point of the curriculum” (p. 1056). Eisner (1998)
explains that:
The test items themselves tap a very slender part of what matters in schooling.
They don’t measure what really matters…. They should have predictive validity
meaning that they should be useful in predicting what students will do in other
settings…. The scores that are reported to the community are often published
with little or no context information. In the process the curriculum gets
diminished, what is taught gets narrower, test scores increase marginally, and
public thinks that the schools are getting better. (pp. 1-2)
This connection between what is tested and what is taught is supported by a
Massachusetts study (Vogler, 2002) designed to determine if state-mandated, tenth
grade English, mathematics, and science exams influence instructional practices. A
stratified random sample of 413 teachers in public high schools in the Northeast was
given a 54-question survey. Two-hundred and fifty-seven (62%) responded. Part I asked
teachers to rate the extent to which they have increased or decreased 27 instructional
strategies since the release of the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System
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(MCAS). Part II measured factors that have influenced their changes and Part III asked
for demographic information. Frequency and means were used to analyze the data.
Since the MCAS is a performance-based test, it was found that teachers reduced
their use of true/false and multiple-choice tests (20%) and increased their use of openended questions (81%), problem solving (63%), scoring rubrics (61%), and writing
assignments (60%). They reported that their greatest motivation in making these
changes was to help students prepare for the test and subsequently to help improve
scores. There was no measurement provided in the study of changes in curriculum that
occurred as a result of MCAS, the amount of time spent in teaching to it, and the
professional development that was provided to facilitate these changes.
Another study by Stecher, Barron, Chun, and Ross (2000) in Washington State
found mixed results when it examined the effects of reform on classroom instruction.
The Washington reforms included academic standards called the Academic Learning
Requirements (ALRs) and a state test called the Washington Assessment of Student
Learning (WASL). A stratified random sample of fourth and seventh grade teachers and
their principals completed surveys of their knowledge of the reform, their opinions of it,
and the effect on classroom practices. The survey revealed that a great deal of time was
spent on professional development and, as a result, educators felt knowledgeable and
comfortable with the reform design and expectations. At the local level, curriculum and
instruction were adjusted in response to the reform; however, “not all aspects of the
reform were equally salient. Local educators appeared to be responding mostly to the
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highly visible WASL scores” (Stecher, Barron, Chun, & Ross, 2000, p. 2). The researchers
compared these results to a similar study in Kentucky, chosen because that state was an
early implementer of standards-based reform.
That study, completed in 1998, showed similar results: there was an increase in
professional development related to the test and increased coverage of test content in
the classroom. Both Kentucky and Washington included classroom-based assessments
(CBAs) in their reforms. The goal was to “help teachers respond to individual student’s
strengths and weaknesses, some of which may be difficult to assess with the WASL…but
this appears to be the most underdeveloped component of the reform” (p. 9). A major
drawback of these studies was that only math and writing teachers were surveyed
limiting the generalizability of the results, but the results do align with other studies.
Other research found similar effects of large-scale testing on classroom
assessment. Koretz, Mitchell, Barron, and Keith (1996) found that fifth and eighth grade
teachers in Maryland changed instruction to align with test content and increased
classroom time spent on test preparation. Stecher, Barron, Kaganoff, and Goodwin
(1998) surveyed elementary and middle school teachers in Kentucky and also found that
time spent preparing students for the test and teaching content that aligned with the
test had increased since the test’s inception. In Maryland, Stone and Lane (2003)
reported similar findings. A primary drawback of these studies is that they were limited
to teachers who taught a particular subject area.
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Another criticism of standardized testing is that the results have limited
usefulness. According to Sanders and Horn (1995, p. 3) “the usefulness of the data is
severely limited and so it is used for very little other than placement and, occasionally, a
crude form of program evaluation.” However, they also explain that as statistical
analysis has improved, the strength of this argument has diminished. Kohn (2001, p.
349), using a study by Mecee in 1988, goes so far as to say that research “finds a
statistical association between high scores on standardized tests and relatively shallow
thinking.”
Shepard (2000) argues that one purpose of testing is to dole out rewards and
punishments. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2001)
imposes strict consequences on schools that do not perform well on mandatory,
standardized tests. Schools that fail to make annual yearly progress for two consecutive
years are identified as needing improvement, must provide school choice options, and
face corrective actions, such as replacing staff or contracting with a private management
company. In response to the power of No Child Left Behind and the accompanying
sanctions, Murphy (2001, p. 59) states, “It would make more sense to return
standardized test to their appropriate role – to inform human judgment, not
mechanically impose judgment.” This call to utilize formative and balanced assessment
is being echoed by many others in the field of educational assessment.
In a final argument against standardized testing, Stiggins (2002a) emphasizes
that:
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It is folly to build our assessment environments on the assumption
that standardized testing will have the same effect on all students. It does not.
Some students will approach the tests with a strong personal academic history
and an expectation of success. Others approach hem with a personal history and
expectation of very painful failure…High stakes testing will enhance the learning
of some while discouraging others and causing them to give up. (p. 761)
Nathan (2002, p. 600) sums up the purpose of assessment when she says, “A
one-size-fits-all test that determines every student’s future takes the most important
decisions about teaching and learning away from those closest to the students: their
teachers, schools, and communities.” She believes that local balanced accountability
systems can provide an alternative to large-scale standardized testing.
There are at least two sides to every argument and in this case almost as many
supporters of standardized testing as detractors. Those who defend it as an assessment
practice say that standardized testing can readily identify areas of strengths and
weakness, monitor growth over time of an individual or group, and provide quality
assurance in terms of validity and reliability (McDonnell, 1994; Murphy, 2001). Sanders
and Horn (1995, p. 2) state, “Standardized tests are subjected to rigorous validation
criteria, reliability testing, and standardization procedures. Non-standardized tests have
yet to demonstrate the ability to provide generalizable information for comparison
purposes over time on a large-scale basis.” They reiterate Linn, Baker, and Dunbar’s
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(1991) comment that “Breadth of content may be one of the criteria by which
traditional tests appear to have an advantage over performance assessments” (p. 2).
Supporters of standardized assessment use criticism of classroom assessment
to substantiate their beliefs. They argue that classroom assessment is very difficult to
standardize; development of methods and judgments of performance are subjective;
and people with different levels of skill and knowledge carry them out. Airasian (1994, p.
332) explains, “Teacher-made tests focus more on instructional objectives in a particular
classroom as compared to state-mandated tests that show mastery of basic skills as
defined by state authorities.” Classroom teachers can decide how to interpret and use
test results whereas state tests are generally interpreted in a criterion-referenced
manner. Lester, Lambdin, and Preston (1997) believe that classroom assessment may
not align with standardized testing which can lead to lower performance on
standardized tests. If teachers are not assessing properly in their classrooms, then
students cannot meet the established standards.
McDonnell (1994, p. vii) explains that there is a “continuing gap between
policymaker enthusiasm and expert caution” that results in sharp disagreements about
the policy uses of students’ assessment. In her interviews with 34 state and national
policy makers, she found as many proponents of high stakes testing with accompanying
rewards and sanctions as she did those who would prefer to see multiple measures used
as a means toward school reform.

45

Finding equilibrium among these opposing forces is crucial to the development
of systematic and balanced approaches to assessment. Accountability can be improved
through better alignment of content and context with assessment strategies and the use
of assessment results (Dietel, Herman, & Knuth, 1991; Eisner, 1999; Marzano, Pickering,
& McTighe, 1993; Shepard, 2000). Sanders and Horn (1995) sum the debate on
assessment concisely when they say:
The real issue is not whether one form of assessment is intrinsically better than
another. The real issue is choosing the most appropriate for the specific purpose
at hand. Factionalism is detrimental to the comprehension of educational effects
and that much is to be gained by adopting a more ecumenical stance in regard to
educational assessment. (p. 13)
Authentic Assessment
In the 1990s, there was a backlash to the limitations of standardized tests, and
emphasis was placed on creating more authentic assessments (Burstein, 1994; Linn,
Baker, & Dunbar, 1991; McTighe, 1996; Wiggins, 1990). There was speculation that,
particularly at the high school level, alternative forms of assessment met other
educational reform goals, such as applying learning to other contexts, encouraging
higher-level thinking, and demonstrating problem solving. However, most of the
published research simply made recommendations for policy and procedures
(Ashbacher, 1993; Kane, Khattri, Reeve, & Adamson, 1997; Shepard, 1997).
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By the mid 1990s, suspicion about the validity of traditional assessment
strategies had become a national conversation. Linn and Gronlund (1995) note that
“perceived weaknesses of traditional testing have attracted widespread attention in
recent years” (p. 13). Criticisms of traditional testing included an emphasis on recall of
factual knowledge rather than higher-order problem solving, and misalignment between
these methods and understanding of cognition and learning (Shepard, 1997; Wiggins,
1998).
Consequently, many authors embraced the use of alternative forms of
assessment (Brualdi, 1998; Glatthorn, 1998; McTighe, 1996). Wiggins (1990, p. 2) says
that “a move toward more authentic tasks and outcomes improves teaching and
learning: students have greater clarity about their obligations and teachers come to
believe that assessment results are both meaningful and useful for improving
instruction.” According to Eisner (1999), “Performance assessment is a closer measure
of our children’s ability to achieve the aspirations we hold for them than are
conventional forms of testing” (p. 1).
As previously defined, authentic assessment measures are performances that
relate to real situations and problems. These performances can include demonstrations,
exhibitions, products, and portfolios. The key factors in their use as assessments are
that they measure learning in valid and reliable ways, they align with expected
outcomes, and they have measurable components. Research on authentic assessment

47

has explored various aspects including design, scoring, effects on teaching and learning,
professional development, validity, reliability, and costs.
The Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST)
has been one of the primary sources for research on performance assessment. Baker,
Ashbacher, Niemi, and Sato (1996) summarized five years of research at the secondary
level by Linn, Baker, Burstein, Dietel, Shepard, Ashbacher, Herman and others. The
research led CRESST to develop valid scoring techniques, reduce score variability, and
strengthen validity criteria.
In 1997, the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Educational Research
studied 16 schools to clarify the nature and effects of performance assessment (Kane,
Khattri, Reeve, & Adamson, 1997). They attempted to sample a broad representation of
types, level of initiation, subject areas, and grade levels. In summarizing their findings,
they found that schools had multiple purposes in using performance assessment, that
forms and formats varied tremendously, and that teachers used different types of
scoring methods. “Findings from our study indicate that the efficacy of using
performance assessments as a strategy for education reform is not unequivocally
demonstrated in terms of enhanced student achievement, but that some positive
changes that support student learning have, indeed, occurred in educational structures
and processes” (Kane et al., 1997, Ch. 8, p. 3).
Both teachers and students report that students are more motivated to learn
through performance-based assignments than they are with other types of assignments
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that seem to be an underlying assumption of those who support authentic assessment
(Kane, 1997). The greatest concerns seem to focus on a lack of clarity in performance
measures and standards. To improve the value of such assessments, they recommend
the validity and reliability be strengthened, rubrics be utilized, and adequate
professional development opportunities be provided.
These studies addressed both large-scale and classroom applications in a
comprehensive manner. Additional studies have focused specifically on classroom use of
authentic assessment, but in a more limited scope. Shepard et al. (1995) found no
difference in reading scores as a result of performance assessments. In math, while
scores remained constant, they “did find significant qualitative changes in student’s
answer to math problems” (p. 12). Using this same third grade research group, Shepard
(1997) concluded that teachers need extensive time, training, and assistance to be able
to use alternative forms of assessment effectively. This group was used again in a report
by Borko, Flory, and Cumbo (1993) that concluded while teachers incorporated
authentic assessments in the classroom they did not make any other fundamental
changes in their curriculum or instruction.
Ashbacher (1993) spent two years working with five diverse school districts at
all levels in math and social studies, training practitioners in the theory and practices of
performance assessments. The focus was on the barriers and facilitators for teachers
rather than on student outcomes. She found the biggest problems and barriers were a
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focus on learning activities rather than student outcomes, difficulties specifying criteria
for judging student work, and lack of time to plan, practice, use, and reflect.
Baxter, Glaser, and Raghavan (1994) participated in the development and
piloting of the science portion of the Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT). In
analyzing students’ responses to different types of questions, they drew several
conclusions. The tasks should be based on subject matter taught in classes and provide
for applications of knowledge. Tasks should be open-ended. Scoring should support the
task expectations and capture the process and not just the final outcomes. Adding to
these findings, Stecher et al. (2000) reported that similar tasks did not always result in
similar measures of performance assessment in a high school science study.
In a case study of high school math teachers at five Canadian schools,
Suurtamm (2000) found that support throughout the educational community needed to
be in place to facilitate a change from traditional to authentic assessment in the
classroom. The research found high school teachers needed to see a strong link
between curriculum, instruction, and assessment in order to facilitate change.
Performance assessments are frequently measured through the use of rubrics.
These rubrics are “scoring guides with specific pre-established performance criteria”
(Mertler, 2004, p. 1). “They clearly define what a range of acceptable and unacceptable
performance looks like” (Wenzlaff, Fager, & Coleman, 1999, p. 1). “Its purposes are to
give students informative feedback about their work in progress and to give detailed
evaluation of their final product” (Andrade, 2000, p. 13). Most of these authors agree
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that rubrics can be effective if designed and used properly, but fraught with problems if
not. Aschbacher (1999), Wenzlaff, Fager, and Coleman (1999), Andrade (2000) studied
elementary and high school teachers’ use of rubrics, comparing practices to guidelines.
They concluded that rubrics were often not aligned with goals, the criteria were often
unclear, the level of intellectual challenge was limited, and teachers had little training in
their design and use.
In response to the research on authentic assessment, several authorities on the
subject developed guidelines for effective and accurate use. Early in the movement
towards alternatives to standardized testing, Linn, Baker, and Dunbar (1991) proposed
validity criteria for performance assessments. These factors, designed to address largescale authentic assessment, are also applicable to classroom assessment and include the
following: (a) What are the potential consequences (intended and unintended) of the
assessment? (b) Is the assessment fair to all groups? Are the scoring procedures fair? (c)
Are the performances transferable and generalizable to broader situations? (d) Can the
cognitive complexities (e.g. problem solving, critical thinking) be adequately measured?
(e) Are the content domains being measured worthy of the time and effort being
expended? (f) Is there a balance between depth and breadth of content coverage? (g)
Are the measures meaningful and cost effective?
McTighe (1996) feels that performance assessments “are better suited than
traditional measures to measure what really counts…the application of knowledge,
skills, and understanding in important real-world contexts” (p. 1). He offers six principles
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for performance based assessment: (a) Establish clear performance targets that are
linked to instructional goals, (b) strive for authenticity in products and performances, (c)
publicize criteria and performance standards, (d) teach, model, and guide students
through the strategies to be used, (e) use on-going assessments for feedback and
adjustment, (f) document and celebrate progress.
Brualdi (1998) states, “the benefit of performance-based assessments are well
documented…but teachers are hesitant to use them because they don’t often know
enough about them” (p. 2). Using the work of Airasian, Popham, Stiggins, Wiggins, and
Brualdi, they offer guidelines for teachers: (a) define the purposes of the performancebased assessment (what type of knowledge or what skill and at what level); (b) the
activity, whether formal or informal, must take into account time, resources, and
amount of data needed; (c) the criteria for evaluation must be clearly defined, must
identify the important components, and must be observable and measurable; (d) rate
the performance based on a rubric that reflects levels of achievement of each criterion.
Despite the large amount of support for alternative forms of assessment,
Haertel (1999) cautions that, “regardless of the value of performance assessments in the
classroom, a measurement-driven reform strategy that relies on performance
assessments to drive curriculum and instruction seems bound to fail” (p. 62). Any
measurement-driven accountability needs to have appropriate standards, adequate
teacher preparation, limited extraneous demands and requirements, and sufficient
resources. He argues that since large-scale performance assessments has not “effected
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sweeping education reform, it should not detract from their value for instructional
purposes” (p. 63).
The State of Classroom Assessment
Brookhart (1993) points out “various studies have estimated that teachers
spend one-third to one-half of their professional time engaged in either formal or
informal assessment activities” (p. 55). At the same time, Stiggins (2001) says that the
“state of classroom assessment affairs is dismal” (p. 41). A review of existing research on
classroom assessment practices, applications, and effects will seek to clarify the current
status of middle level classroom assessment and its alignment with recommended
practices and standards.
Research on Classroom Assessment Practices
The research on classroom assessment practices has evolved in tandem with
the school reform movement. Prior to the mid-1990s, the assessment literature
“focused almost exclusively on large-scale standardized testing” (McMillan & Workman,
1998, p. 33). These early studies noted that teachers at all levels used selected response
items most frequently and most questions sampled knowledge of terms and facts.
Essays accounted for less than one percent of test items, and few test questions
required students to apply their learning. These early studies include the work of
Airasian (1984), Airasian, Kellaghan, and Madaus (1977), Shulman (1980), and Haertel
(1984, as cited in McMillan & Workman, 1998). These studies were done before
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mandatory standardized testing, the movement towards authentic assessment, and
most contemporary school reform.
One of the first large-scale studies that included high school classroom
assessment was reported in 1992 by Stiggins and Conklin. They bemoaned the dismal
state of assessment by citing earlier research including that of Dorr-Bremme and
Herman (1982, as cited in Stiggins & Conklin, 1992), who concluded that most
assessments were teacher-developed and teacher observations were a frequent form of
assessment; Gulickson (1982, 2009) who provided evidence of lack of quality control
strategies; and Shulman (1980) who found that most teachers did not use the results of
assessment for any purpose other than assigning grades.
To add depth to the existing knowledge, Stiggins and Conklin (1992) used a
stratified sample of volunteer teachers from eight districts in different regions and types
of communities throughout the United States. Twelve English, math, and science
teachers were selected from each of four grades (2, 5, 8, and 11). A total of 228 of 334
surveys (68%) were returned and analyzed in conjunction with teacher journals and
observations. Their study of the results from the responses of these 100 secondary
teachers in the study include the following:


47% of teachers used teacher-made objective tests, 39% used published
tests, and 57% used performance assessments.



Teachers used these measures for diagnosing, grouping, grading, evaluating,
and reporting. They relied primarily on teacher-made tests (32-48%),
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followed by performance assessments (29-34%); they used published tests
the least (9-13%).


Three-fourths of teachers had concerns about their own tests in terms of
effectiveness, quality, and relevance.



Other variables measured were criteria that teachers used for selecting
assessment methods, the quality of their assessments, feedback on
assessments to students, incorporation of higher order thinking, and
utilization for grading purposes.

Based on their research, Stiggins and Conklin (1992) developed
recommendations for teacher training. They encouraged professional development on
assessment purposes and methods, the appropriate use of assessment data, strategies
for providing feedback to students, and alignment with objectives and standards.
As research progressed through the 1990s more knowledge about teachers’
beliefs and practices was gleaned. Frary, Cross, and Weber (1993) reported that high
school teachers used a variety of assessment approaches with selected responses as the
most common (71%), followed by performance-based assessments (38%), and essays
(37%). Most teachers used the assessment results to rank students rather than
demonstrate student mastery of a subject.
Plake and Impara (1993) measured teachers’ knowledge of assessment through
a national survey of 555 elementary, middle, and high school teachers. The survey was
based on the seven areas specified in the Standards for Teacher Competence in the
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Educational Assessment of Students. In Connecticut, seven teachers in one district
participated. The teachers earned the highest ratings in the areas of choosing and
scoring assessments, while they earned the lowest ratings in using and communicating
assessment results. Overall performance on the survey was 66%, demonstrating
“empirical evident of the woefully low levels of assessment competency” (p. 67).
These beliefs about teachers’ lack of knowledge and consistency in classroom
assessment were supported by the work of Cizek, Fitzgerald, and Rachor (1996). Their
survey of 143 Midwestern elementary and secondary school teachers, who were
enrolled in a master’s program, was designed to determine the frequency of use of
assessment methods, the types of marks used, and the sources of assessments. Their
results indicated that “teacher’s assessment practices were highly variable and
unpredictable from characteristics such as gender, years of experience, or grade level”
(p. 159). Most of the teachers (54%) reported giving a major test or assignments about
once every two weeks with the rest giving them less frequently. A majority of teachers
(75%) said they gave minor assignments at least once per week while ohers gave them
less frequently. Also, most teachers (74%) developed their own assessments. On the
average, respondents used 24 grades when calculating final grades.
Other factors that teachers took into consideration when determining grades
included the difficulty level of the test (35%), class performance on the test (43%), the
individual student’s ability (51%), the individual student’s effort (42%). The authors were
perplexed when teachers said they lacked training in assessment but then developed
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their own assessments. They discovered that the teachers who participated in their
study knew little about the district’s assessment practices.
Bol, Stephenson, and Nunnery (1998) reported on the results of a study of 893
teachers in a Southern urban district that measured the influences of teaching
experience, grade level, and subject area on classroom assessment practices. Teachers
were asked about their frequency of use of various assessments, their preparation in
developing and administering them, and their beliefs about how accurately various
methods reflected student achievement. Contrary to other research, they found that
teachers used observations and alternative assessments more than traditional methods
and felt that these measures were more valid measures of student achievement. They
also found that more experienced teachers used alternative methods of assessment
more often than less experienced teachers. Elementary teachers used alternative
assessment more frequently than high school teachers, and math teachers used them
the least.
In a similar study, Mertler (1999) used a stratified (male-female, elementarysecondary, years of experience) sample of 625 Ohio teachers from kindergarten through
twelfth grade. There was a 21% response rate to the survey. Mertler found that female
teachers used alternative techniques more than males and that secondary teachers use
it more than elementary. No differences were found based on years of experience.
Teachers rarely used statistical analysis of classroom assessment, and only 25% took
steps to insure validity and reliability. Although the study purported to be examining

57

assessment practices, it was more specifically aimed at differences in assessment
practices between sub-groups.
A more recent study, by McMillan, Myran, and Workman (2002), investigated
the assessment and grading practices of over 900 elementary teachers (a 58% response
rate) in Virginia to ascertain the types of assessments used, factors considered in
determining grades, the cognitive level of assessments, and the grades awarded.
McMillan reported that the results were consistent with prior research by showing that
teachers use a variety of methods, but that non-test performance, such as effort and
behavior, are also important. Assessment requiring higher order thinking was
emphasized heavily, and most assessments were teacher-made. Although portions of
the research align more closely with this planned study, it is difficult to generalize from
elementary to middle school.
How Teachers Use Classroom Assessment
Turning the theory of assessment into practical applications in the classroom
requires an examination of how students are given feedback, how assessments are used
in grading practices, and the use of assessment to motivate. According to Phye, “It is
not surprising that there are as many grading practices and systems as there are
teachers” (p. 481). He suggests principles of effective grading that include the following:
(a) grading expectations for performance and achievement need to be clear and explicit
with clear descriptors of the targets, (b) communication of these expectations must be
clear to the student as well as other stakeholders such as parents and administrators, (c)
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all students need to be treated fairly and the expectations need to be reasonable, (d)
grading should support, enhance, and inform the instructional process. Gallagher (1998)
adds to this list the importance of aligning instructional strategies with grading policies
and the use of valid and sufficient data collected over time.
Several research studies have been conducted on classroom grading practices.
Stiggins, Frisbee, and Griswold (1989) analyzed grading practices in relation to the
American Federation of Teachers (AFT), National Education Association (NEA), and
National Council for Measurement Education (NCME) Standards. Through interviews
and observations, they found that high school teachers use a wide variety of approaches
to grading. They want grades to reflect not only academic achievement and effort, but
also to motivate students. Contrary to recommended practice, it was found that
teachers value student motivation and effort and set different levels of expectation
based on ability. They recommended further research on alignment between
assessment policies and practices.
Brookhart (1993) reviewed 19 studies that used surveys and interviews. She
concluded that all grade level teachers try to be fair in grading. Tests are a major
contributor to grades, but effort and ability are also used. She found that elementary
teachers use informal evidence and observation more than secondary teachers. She also
concluded that practices vary considerably between teachers, and practices are not
consistent with recommendations – findings consistent with other studies.
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Cross and Frary (1996) found that among secondary teachers, 72% factored in
ability when determining grades, and the majority endorsed the use of participation,
behavior, and attitudes in determining grades. This resulted in what Brookhart (1991)
called the “hodgepodge grade of attitude, effort, and achievement” (p. 36). The findings
of Brookhart (1994), Coss and Frary (1996), and Cizek, Fitzgerald, Shawn, and Rachor
(1995) show that most secondary teachers use a multitude of factors in grading
students.
The hodgepodge of factors used to determine grades appears, from the
McMillan (2005) study, to be organized into four categories: academic achievement,
academic enablers (effort, ability, improvement, and participation), use of external
benchmarks, and the use of extra credit. Additionally, McMillan found various practices
related to the grading of homework, the use of zeros, and the use of ungraded
homework. Academic achievement is clearly the most important component in grading
students, which is consistent with earlier studies (Frary, Cross, & Weber, 1993; Stiggins
& Conklin, 1992; Stiggins, Frisbie, & Griswold, 1989).
Research on Assessment and Student Motivation
Brookhart (1997) researched the effects of assessment and grading practices on
student motivation. She combined the existing research on classroom assessment with
social cognitive theories of motivation to theorize “as students actively process
assessment events they develop cognitions concerning task importance or value,
difficulty, and the likelihood of success. These beliefs, in turn, influence expectations,
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effort, and motivation” (p. 17). In a study testing her theory, Brookhart and DeVoge
(1999) measured third grade assessment practices through observation, survey, and
interviews. She found that students’ perception of the task, perceived self-efficacy, and
amount of effort involved had a relationship to achievement. An exception was that
when students had high self-worth and were given a non-challenging assessment, they
put forth less effort. Since the sample drew upon only two classrooms and 33 students,
it is difficult to generalize the findings.
Stiggins (1999a) makes a connection between motivation and assessment by
explaining that standardized tests “raise people’s anxiety levels by threatening public
disclosure of their ineffectiveness…and then we fail to give them the tools they need to
succeed” (p. 192). In supporting the importance of classroom assessment to balance the
harmful effects of standardized testing, he says that classroom assessment can keep
students from losing confidence in themselves as learners. He recommends the use of
student-involved assessment in which students participate in defining the criteria by
which their work will be judged. Students can monitor their improvement over time
which can, in turn, build self-confidence. This use of assessment to develop intrinsic
motivation aligns with Brookhart’s research on achievement and motivation. This link
between assessment and motivation is similarly supported by the research on formative
assessment.
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Research on Formative Assessment
Formative assessment refers to activities undertaken to gather information and
make decisions. “Such assessment becomes formative when the evidence is actually
used to adapt he teaching to meet student needs” (Black & Wiliam, 1998, p. 7). Boston
(2002) elaborates on this definition:
The diagnostic use of assessment to provide feedback to teachers and students
over the course of instruction is called formative assessment. It stands in
contrast to summative assessment, which generally takes place after a period of
instructions and requires making judgment about the learning that has
occurred. (p. 1)
Black and Wiliam (1998) conducted a review of 250 international journal
articles, books, and research to determine whether formative assessment raises
academic standards in the classroom. They concluded, “firm evidence shows that
formative assessment is an essential component of classroom work and that its
development can raise standards of achievement” (p. 139). This was particularly true for
low achieving students and those with special needs. Using multiple research studies,
they summarized primary research findings that are similar to conclusions drawn by
other research on classroom assessment. They found an emphasis on rote and
superficial learning, a focus on quantity rather than quality, overemphasis on grading
rather than learning outcomes, and approaches that result in comparison and
competition.
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Based on the research, they offer suggestions for improving formative
assessment at all grade levels. “Feedback to any pupil should be about the particular
qualities of his or her work, with advice on what he or she can do to improve, and
should avoid comparisons with other pupils” (Black & Wiliam, 1998b, p. 145). They
encourage self-assessment that provides clear learning targets. This must be combined
with an understanding of the goal, evidence about the present position, artifacts of
achievement, and strategies for closing the gap. One of their recommended strategies is
the use of meaningful, focused dialogue and thoughtful, reflective questioning.
In a follow-up study to their review of the literature, Black and Wiliam (2003)
had six secondary schools in England choose a total of 24 math and science teachers.
These teachers participated in nine in-service days over eighteen months. Through
observation and discussion, they learned that as a result of this in-service training in
formative assessment, teachers changed instructional strategies to include more
dialogue and increased wait time for questions. They also abandoned numerical grades
in favor of comments to which pupils had to respond. Tests were also used in more
formative ways with more systemic student preparation and more qualitative feedback.
They report an average standardized effect size of 0.3. Effect size is measured
by comparing the average improvements on assessments of pupils involved in an
innovation with the range or scores found for a control group of typical students on the
same assessments. Their summary of reasons for the success of the study ranged from
the selection of content areas, to choice of teachers, to the collaborative approach to
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change. They modestly point out that their review of the literature and subsequent
study differed little from the research of Crooks in 1998 and Natriello in 1997 and said
that they were not surprised that their results replicated the earlier research.
Stiggins (1999a) distinguishes between summative assessment, calling it
assessment for learning, and formative assessment, calling it assessment of learning. “If
assessments of learning provide evidence of achievement for public reporting, then
assessments for learning serve to help students learn more. He describes the basic
principles of assessment for learning as follows (p. 193):


Teachers understand and articulate, in advance of teaching, the
achievement targets their students are to hit.



They inform their students about those learning goals in terms that
students understand from the very beginning of the teaching and learning
process.



Teachers are assessment-literate and thus are able to transform those
expectations into assessment exercises and scoring procedures that
accurately reflect student achievement.



They use classroom assessment to build student confidence in themselves
as learners, helping them take responsibility for their own learning so as to
lay a foundation for life-long learning.
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Classroom assessment results are consistently translated into informative
(not merely judgmental) feedback for students, providing them with
specific insights as to how to improve.



Students work closely with their teacher to review assessment results, so
as to remain in touch with, and thus feel in charge of, their own
improvement over time.



Teachers continuously adjust instruction based on the results of classroom
assessments.



Students are actively involved in communicating with their teacher and
their families about their achievement status and improvement.

Stiggins (2002a) believes that it is flawed to think that all assessment informs
decisions and motivates learning. Standardized assessments of learning provide
evidence of achievement for public reporting. He advocates for the use of assessment
for learning which he says takes formative assessment to the next level by involving
students in the assessment process. This assessment for learning “keeps students
learning and they remain confident that they can continue to learn at productive levels
if they keep trying to learn” (p. 760). He feels that many of his principles of assessment
for learning are embedded in the standards for assessment of many national
organizations but that teachers have not necessarily “mastered those essential
classroom assessment competencies” (p. 763).
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Stiggins (2002c, p. 2) states that “there are no good arguments against
balancing our assessment of and for learning” and that “harm arises directly from our
failure to balance our use of standardized tests and classroom assessment in the service
of school improvement” (2002a, p. 762). Balance benefits all stakeholders including
students, teachers, parents, administrators, and the community. An understanding of
the current status of high school classroom assessment practices based on existing
research shows gaps and provides direction for further research on balance in
assessment.
Balanced Assessment in the Classroom
There is little disagreement that large-scale, standardized tests will continue to
exert a significant influence on education. Policymakers and test writers believe that
such assessments provide a level of accountability to the communities and taxpayers
who support them and that they can be a catalyst for change (Cromey & Hanson, 2000;
Rabinowitz & Ananda, 2001). “However, without a doubt, the prospect of such public
accountability alone will not provide reason enough for educators to examine and
improve their schooling practices…and will not bring about the improvement we seek in
our nation’s schools” (Stiggins, 2002b, p. 1).
While the controversy continues over standardized testing, there is a discreet
movement taking place in schools and districts. States, including Nebraska, Nevada, and
Maine, have begun to examine the role of classroom assessments and to incorporate
them into statewide assessment programs (Christensen, 2001; Colardarci, 2000;
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Roschewski, Gallagher, & Isernhagan, 2001). As the federal government tightens the
requirements for testing and attaches rewards and sanctions, local programs are
emerging to balance the government’s demands with local needs. The tension caused
by the emphasis on standardized testing is described by Cutlip (2003):
Current educational policy and practice is adrift in the belief that increased
large-scale student testing is the key to improving student learning as well as
the most appropriate means for holding individual schools accountable to the
public for student learning. States, districts, and schools are instituting
numerous standardized testing programs to comply with federal and state
policies. Often these multiple assessment programs are at odds with each other
and the student informational needs of classroom teachers. (p. 1)
Traditionally, “statewide assessment programs have focused on more narrow
and conservative assessment methods. Their strong suit is their ability, in a valid,
reliable, and efficient manner to reveal broad patterns of relative strengths and
weaknesses across large groups of students” (Rabinowitz, 2001, p. 3). What such tests
cannot do is yield the detailed information necessary to target instruction for individual
students. The need for this type of information is the impetus behind the movement
toward local assessment systems.
Local balanced assessment programs have greater potential for generating the
kind of complex information needed to improve instruction. As a result, they can more
realistically incorporate innovative and alternative assessment methods that are able to
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provide more specific and classroom relevant information about the strengths and
weaknesses of individual students (Cutlip, 2003; Rabinowitz & Ananda, 2001; Stiggins,
2002b). As defined by Coladarci (2000, p. 1) “A local assessment system is a coherent,
coordinated plan for assessment. It is a constellation of measures that, together, yield
data that document progress toward student mastery of announced learning.”
Rabinowitz (2001) agrees with the value of a local and balanced assessment program
and notes that, “Locally developed and administered assessment programs have a
unique capacity to provide diagnostic information that, when understood and used
effectively, has immediate impact on classroom practice” (p. 2). Local assessment
systems generally provide a more balanced approach to assessment.
Balanced assessment systems have other benefits. They “provide accurate and
timely information about student achievement to individual students, teachers, school
and district administrators, and local, state and federal policymakers” (Cutlip, 2003, p. 2).
So how can educators achieve a desired balance? Cutlip advocates for a system
that balances classroom and standardized assessments. His recommendations for
balance assessment systems are based on the following beliefs (p. 3):


Different decision makers have diverse information needs.



The primary mission of schools is to maximize students success and not
merely rank students based on achievement by the end of high school.



The foundation of assessment is an agreed-upon and universally-embraced
set of achievement expectations. These must include content mastery, use
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of that knowledge to reason and solve problems, and demonstrations of
knowledge.


Educators must be assessment literate in order to understand when and
how to apply a variety of assessment methods.

Although there is a general belief that balanced local assessment systems can
improve education, the research is limited as to what they look like and how they are
used. In a project by Cromey and Hanson (2000) five elementary schools, three middle
schools, and one high school in Michigan were studied. These schools were selected by
the Michigan State Board of education as having a range of experiences relating to
aligning assessments with district and state standards, using assessments as part of
school improvement efforts, involving teachers in assessment development, providing
professional development and support, and using assessment data to make
instructional, program, and policy decisions.
The purposes of this study were to add to the growing base of knowledge about
how schools use assessment data obtained from multiple sources to inform important
decisions about programs, instruction, and individual students and to identify and
describe the factors and conditions that make schools’ use of the student assessment
data more credible and valuable. Four variables were examined: (a) The indicators of
performance used by the school to assess student achievement in core subjects, (b) the
users of assessment information, (c) the purposes for which student assessment data
are used, and (d) the processes that support and enhance school staff competency in
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using student assessment data and interpreting their results. Semi-structured interviews
were conducted with teachers and administrators who were purposefully selected
based on their knowledge and experience with using student assessment data. The
schools were separated into two groups: those with well-developed assessment systems
and those without. Cromey and Hanson (2000) reported the following characteristics of
schools with well-developed local balanced assessment program:


Aligned local curriculum, standards, and assessment to state standards.



Analyzed assessment results to monitor student progress.



Used state assessment results to check the validity of local assessment
systems.



Used assessment results to evaluate the effectiveness of local curriculum
and instructional practices.



Allocated time for teachers to collaborate, reflect, and make data-based
decisions.

After examining the reasons behind the growth in assessment systems,
identifying the lack of balance in existing assessment, and recognizing the need for
locally developed and administered plans, several authorities have defined qualities of
balanced local assessment.
Rabinowitz and Ananda (2001), directors of WestEd’s Assessment and
Standards Development Services, describe the following characteristics of a local
assessment program:
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It links to state and local content standards. Generally, statewide
assessments measure skills and knowledge that are measurable on a large
scale. Local communities might value different content or skills. “Nevada
actually designates which standard are appropriately addressed at the
state level and which are best addressed locally” (p. 4).



It provides information valued at the local level. Well-designed local
assessments can provide detailed diagnostic information that can be used
to address the performance weaknesses of individual students.



It supports teaching and learning. The relation of large-scale assessments
to thoughtful classroom practice is limited and sometimes results in a
narrowing of instruction. Local programs can encourage applications of
thinking and learning through strategies such as portfolios, projects, and
demonstrations.

Cutlip (2003), editor of the National Education Association’s Balanced
Assessment, describes the building blocks of a strong foundation of balanced
assessment:


It is built from its inception with the information needs of different decision
makers and a diverse constituency in mind.



It is based on the understanding that the primary mission of a school is to
maximize student success and not merely to rank students. Assessment
must be seen as an instructional tool as well as an accountability tool.
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It incorporates an agreed-upon and universally-embraced set of
achievement expectations and standards.



It requires the development and use of accurate assessments. Educators
must be knowledgeable of and able to apply the principles of sound
assessment.



It emphasizes an expectation of success for all learners. It relies on
information gathering, summary, and communication that informs and
accommodates the needs of each learner.



It uses a variety of modes to communicate assessment results to intended
users. This can include report cards, portfolios, and conferences.



It is built around the needs of and designed to serve a supportive
community.

Stiggins (2002b), founder of the Assessment Training Institute believes that “if
we wish to take full advantage of the power of assessment to maximize students’
achievement then we must rely on a balanced combination of high quality standardized
assessment of learning and high quality classroom assessment for learning” (p. 1). To
achieve this goal, he proposes the following components of the perfect assessment
system:


The development of a clearly-articulated and appropriate set of
achievement standards and expectations for each student.

72



The provision of accurate, understandable, and useable information about
student achievement to all key decision-makers. Multiple assessment
methods must be used in order for the assessment to provide the
information required for the intended purpose.



An assessment-literate school culture that understands the standards for
quality assessment. This literacy includes appropriate achievement
expectations for students, assessments that serve the intended purpose,
and knowledge of a variety of assessment methods and scoring
procedures.



Effective management and communication of student achievement
information. Use of an effective management information system is
encouraged to assist in the alignment of goals, standards, and
assessments and the retrieval of assessment data.



Sound assessment policies that demand and support quality practices.
These district-wide policies should spell out standards and professional
competencies to meet the standards.

Coladarci (2000) describes the features of a local assessment system developed
by the Maine Department of Education.


The assessments are relevant to announced learning targets. They provide
evidence of student achievement regarding formally specified targets that
have measurable outcomes.
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It incorporates assessments that are initiated at the classroom, school,
district, and state levels.



The assessments draw on multiple formats – both traditional and
alternative in ways that are sufficient for the intended purpose.



Local systems allow for multiple opportunities in each content area in each
grade for students to demonstrate knowledge, understanding, and skill
development.



The system must have an announced rationale. The purpose, audience, and
articulation with other assessments in the system should be clearly stated.



Training and development of school personnel should be designed to
facilitate the development, utilization, and alignment of local assessments.

A review of these standards and criteria for local balanced assessment
demonstrates the diversity of components as well as their similarities. Common to all of
them is the importance of clear standards and targets for all assessments, multiple
measures, monitoring of student progress, and professional assessment literacy. In
addition, the communication of results, the use of assessment data to guide and inform
instruction, and the management of data are also important.
The connection between assessment and standards is a consistent factor across
all models. Professional development is a high priority for all but one. Other
components show variability in their consistency of recommendation. A suggestion is for
these authors to collectively develop a consistent set of balanced assessment standards

74

that have universal applicability. Several questions arise from assessment and
assessment standards that can guide further research in this area.
Chapter II Summary
This review of the literature on classroom assessments serves as a guide and
roadmap to further research. McMillan, Myran, and Workman (2002) state:
Given the variety of assessment grading practices in the field, the increasing
importance of alternative assessments, the critical role that each classroom
teacher plays in determining assessments and grades, and the trend toward
greater accountability of teachers with state assessment approaches that are
inconsistent with much of the current literature, one needs to fully understand
current assessment and grading practices. (p. 10)
Other researchers explain that more specific information is needed in certain
areas. Bol, Stephenson, and Nunnery (1998, p. 2) point out “there is relatively little
research on the frequency with which teachers use various types of assessment
methods and what they think about the different types of assessment.” McMillan and
Workman add “there is little empirical evidence of the specific effects of using particular
assessments” (1998, p. 1). “There is clearly a need for more research on classroom
assessment. Particularly absent in the literature is an examination of the relationships
between classroom assessment practices and grading, how teachers use assessment,
and how teachers make decisions about the assessments they use” (McMillan &
Workman, 1998, p. 9). Cizek, Fitzgerald, and Rachor (1996, p. 162) explain, “Classroom
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assessment practices may be the weak link in the drive toward improving American
education.” They recommend that schools more actively pursue collaborative,
reflective, and research-based assessment practices.
Cutlip (2003) says that while the “assessment competencies to be developed by
teachers are clear…most teachers and administrators have not been given the
opportunity to develop these competencies” (p. 14). He adds, “administrators need to
know what makes assessment part of effective instruction…and be able to develop
policies and practices that contribute to sound assessment” (p. 15). These comments
from researchers who have done significant work in this area cannot be
underestimated. Stiggins (1995) describes “a lack of descriptive information on
evaluation practices and a failure to consider the multiple purposes that an evaluation
system must serve” (p. 239). He recommends further study of how teachers adapt
assessment for different grades, how teachers choose assessment strategies, and how
they translate content and learning activities into assessment.
The area that appears to be most limited is research on that can guide
knowledge and practice in the use of balanced assessment in the classroom. In one of
the most recent studies by the National Research Council, Pellegrino, Chudowsky, and
Glaser (2001) make several recommendations for further study: “Research should be
conducted on new forms of assessment and how they affect student learning and
teacher practices” (p. 301); “Assessments should interpret the findings from cognitive
research in ways that are useful for teachers” (p. 306); “Teachers need training to
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understand how assessment tools and practices can be used to obtain useful
information about student competence” (p. 309); and “Policymakers must support the
development of new systems of multiple assessments that would improve the ability to
make decisions about education programs. These systems should be based on multiple
measures” (p. 310).
My research project has sought to develop a deeper understanding of middle
level assessment literacy. It investigates whether a relationship exists between a
teacher’s training and their use of assessment strategies in their classrooms.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of my case study was to investigate the assessment context within
a given district and the extent to which a local balanced assessment program exists. This
study investigated the relationship between middle level teacher assessment
knowledge, assessment practice, and assessment communication and their relative level
of teacher training as measured by the researcher created survey entitled Assessment
Literacy Inventory for Classroom Educators (A.L.I.C.E).
My study provides a timely investigation into assessment as schools work to
standardize assessments, create balanced assessment routines, and prepare for the
2014-2015 school year when the State of Michigan requires 40% of a teacher’s
evaluation to include student data as a percentage of a teacher’s overall effectiveness in
the classroom. According to Keesler and Howe (2012), in school year 2011-2012,
Michigan educators were evaluated based on locally determined measures. In school
year 2012-2013, educators in the state moved toward being evaluated based on locally
determined district measures or through measures to be required as part of the state
approved teacher evaluation system. In 2013-2014, 25% of a teacher’s evaluation must
be based upon student growth and achievement data.
Note: at the time of this dissertation, this percentage is being argued through
the introduction of Michigan House Bill No. 5223 in January 2014. The Bill would amend
the 1976 Michigan Public 451 entitled, “The Revised School Code.” House Bill 5223
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proposes that school years 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017 each include 25% of a
teacher’s evaluation based on student growth and 2017-2018 to draw 50% of a
teacher’s evaluation from student growth. According to the Michigan Council for
Educator Effectiveness (2013) final recommendations on student growth, “student
growth” refers to the change in students’ knowledge and skills across time (13).
The focus in educator evaluation is to try to estimate the changes that can be
attributed to the instruction that students receive. In order for teachers and
administrators to meet these goals, teachers need to utilize formative and summative
assessment data to ensure every learner achieves a year of growth. Administrators are
also being held responsible for the productive use of data to inform instruction and the
school improvement goals as a measure of their evaluation.
My study drew from a case study of one school district and investigates the
middle school teachers’ overall level of assessment literacy and areas of assessment
literacy that are a relative strength or weakness for them. The findings of this study
cannot be generalized to all middle schools, but provides evidence of assessment
perceptions within the three middle schools that compose the sample.
Research Design
My study examines the assessment literacy for middle level teachers in three
suburban middle schools located in the Midwest United States. As a case study, this
research drew from a mixed methods approach to combine both quantitative and
qualitative research elements (Creswell, 2003) and allowed me to capture a glimpse into

79

the classroom level teacher perspectives on assessment. In addition to a survey of
teachers, I conducted interviews to gain insight into the administrative perspective on
the state of assessment in this district. Through the use of the mixed method approach,
I was afforded an opportunity to quantitatively respond to the research questions
posed, and then given a wider lens on the sample through the qualitative interviews
(Doyle, Brady, & Byrne, 2009).
My study was based on a sequential, exploratory design in which the survey
instrument was administered first, followed by the qualitative personal interviews
driven by thoughtful conversations with select individuals and a review of district
documentation and artifacts. According to McMillan and Schumacher (1997), surveys
can be an effective research tool so long as they are built to specifically address the
research questions posed. The qualitative interviews and artifact review worked to
further examine this particular case.
Research Questions
This study addresses the following research questions. Consistent with the
recommendations offered by Creswell (2003, p. 105), the questions start with the
broadest level and then taper down to more specific questions.
1. What has been the assessment context for middle level teachers within a
given district over the past five years, and to what extent has this district
been able to implement a local balanced assessment program?
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2. In reference to the assessment literacy of such teachers, what is their
perceived levels of assessment knowledge and practice as categorized
by the national standards of assessment literacy?
3. What relationships exist between teachers’ reported:
a) levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment knowledge;
b) levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment practices in
the classroom;
c) levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment
communication practices;
d) levels of perceived assessment knowledge with perceived assessment
practices in the classroom; and
e) levels of perceived assessment knowledge with perceived assessment
communication practice?
Participants and Setting
Those invited to participate in my study teach in one of three middle schools in the
district in this case study: two of the schools house grades 7-8 as a stand-alone program,
and the third school houses grades 7-8 as a school within a school housed in a grades 7-12
building. The 96 certified teachers invited to participate in my study, each works at least .8
to 1.0 FTE or full time equivalency. A full time teacher teaches 5 of 6 class periods each day,
and are organized into grade level or department groupings for their monthly meetings.
Although each of the buildings is called a middle school, few signs of specialized middle
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level programming such as team teaching still exist. The Superintendent of the district of
interest, granted permission for this study to be conducted and saw no potential for
negative impact on the teachers involved in this research. A copy of his letter is found in
Appendix A.
The qualitative portion of this study involved interviews with individuals who have
held positions of leadership in the district over the past five years. These individuals
include: the Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent of Instruction, Director of
Instructional Services, and the three middle level building Principals. Each individual served
in a district leadership role for four or more years.
This setting was selected because it provides valuable insight into a specific,
suburban, middle level teaching population. The research on the assessment practices
of middle level teachers, as a subset of secondary educators, is an area that has gone
relatively underrepresented by researchers, and subsequently relatively absent in the
current literature. Although this study is not directly generalizable to a larger
population, it provides valuable understanding for the school district in which the
research is conducted, and provides a template by which other suburban districts can
continue to utilize this research to further their own understanding of their present
condition in regards to teacher assessment literacy.
I, as the researcher, was given access to the participants in this study through
the permission of the school district’s superintendent, and employed a convenience
sampling approach for this quantitative study (Stake, 1995). The participants were able
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to voluntarily participate in this study with the knowledge that their identities would
remain confidential. I also ensured that participants were fully aware of their rights
through the use of an informed consent procedures letter (found in Appendix E). While
it may be challenging to secure access to a full district’s middle level teachers, this
district allowed for full transparency and access.
This particular district was also chosen due to the presence of a relatively large
number of middle school teachers, with 96 teachers in full-time positions, separated
into three distinct middle school buildings within the larger district serving some 10,200
students in grades kindergarten through grade twelve. As a basic criteria for the
sample, those teachers that have a full time equivalent position between .8 and 1.0 FTE
within one building were encouraged to voluntarily participate. The sample size for the
district was 31 teachers at site A, 31 at site B, and 30 at site C. These middle schools are
traditional middle school programs in terms of core curriculum, elective offerings, and
extra-curricular activities.
Instrumentation
For this research, a paper-and-pencil survey instrument was utilized. Airasian
(2004) describes written questionnaires as cost-effective, appropriate for given time
restrictions, and capable of effectively capturing data for sampling a population. Gall,
Gall, and Borg (2003) explain that closed forms make quantification and analysis easier.
My study determined middle level teachers’ level of assessment literacy as measured by
the Assessment Literacy Inventory for Classroom Educators (A.L.I.C.E). This instrument
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was created by the investigator to intentionally gather data on classroom assessment
practices that occur every day, often behind closed doors. It was administered during a
faculty meeting, thus a paper version was deemed to be best for this setting and to
ensure a high rate of completed surveys.
The survey instrument created for this study began with an interest in the work of
Mertler (2004), and his earlier survey instrument entitled Assessment Literacy Inventory
(A.L.I.). Permission to use this survey had been secured; however, Mertler’s work focused
on teachers involved in college assessment coursework and provided specific scenarios that
may or may not have addressed the current assessment practices of middle level educators.
Instead, with the assistance of my dissertation committee, the Assessment Literacy
Inventory for Classroom Educators (A.L.I.C.E) evolved as a specialized survey instrument to
target my desired research questions.
The survey instrument consists of two parts. Part I of my survey begins with
nine demographic questions, asking for educational background, training in assessment,
and subject area taught. Part II consists of 15 items related to the teacher’s relative
practice and understanding of assessment tools as framed by the seven Standards for
Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (AFT, NCME, & NEA,
1990).
Each of the questions in Part II was written to directly align to one of the seven
Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (1990). To
capture which site the teachers work at, the survey instrument was printed on three
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separate colors of paper: school one (blue), school two (pink), and school three (green).
I constructed the items and checked for alignment with the classroom assessment
competencies. While the Stiggins (1999b) Competencies were developed more recently,
their foundation lies within the Standards for Teacher Competence in Educational
Assessment of Students (AFT, 1990) and these standards provide more specifically the
assessment skills needed by teachers; therefore, this study draws from the original
standards. A comparison of the two is provided in Figure 2 to demonstrate the
parallelism between the Stiggins (1999b) Competencies and the Standards for Teacher
Competence in Educational Assessment of Students (AFT, 1990). See Appendix F for a
copy of the survey instrument utilized. See Appendix I for Mertler’s Permission email.
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Stiggins (1999b) Competencies

The Standards for Teacher Competence in the
Educational Assessment of Students (1990)

Standard 1: Teachers should be skilled in choosing
assessment methods appropriate for instructional
decisions.
Standard 2: Teachers should be skilled in developing
assessment methods appropriate for instructional
decisions.
Competence 1: Connecting assessments to clear
purposes

Standard 4: Teachers should be skilled in using
assessment results when making decisions about
individual students, planning teaching, developing
curriculum, and school improvement.
(Also addressed in section titled The Scope of a
Teacher’s Professional Role and Responsibilities for
Student Assessment)

Competence 2: Clarifying achievement
expectations

Standard 4: Teachers should be skilled in using
assessment results when making decisions about
individual students, planning teaching, developing
curriculum, and school improvement.
(Also addressed in section titled The Scope of a
Teacher’s Professional Role and Responsibilities for
Student Assessment)

Competence 3: Applying proper assessment
methods

Standard 1: Teachers should be skilled in choosing
assessment methods appropriate for instructional
decisions.
Standard 2: Teachers should be skilled in developing
assessment methods appropriate for instructional
decisions.

Figure 2. ’ (1999b) Classroom Assessment Competencies and The Standards for Teacher Competence in the
Educational Assessment of Students (1990). Permission to reprint the figure granted by Dr. Mertler via email on 18
December 2013 found in Appendix I.
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The Standards for Teacher Competence in the
Educational Assessment of Students (1990)
Stiggins (1999b) Competencies
Standard 2: Teachers should be skilled in developing
assessment methods appropriate for instructional
decisions.

Competence 4: Developing quality assessment
exercises and scoring criteria and sampling
appropriately

Standard 5: Teachers should be skilled in developing
valid pupil grading procedures that use pupil
assessments.
Standard 5: Teachers should be skilled in
developing valid pupil grading procedures that use
pupil assessments.

Competence 5: Avoiding bias in assessment

Standard 7: Teachers should be skilled in
recognizing unethical, illegal, and otherwise
inappropriate assessment methods and uses of
assessment information.

Competence 6: Communicating effectively about
student achievment

Standard 6: Teachers should be skilled in
communicating assessment results to students,
parents, other lay audiences, and other educators.
Standard 3: The teacher should be skilled in
administering, scoring and interpreting the results of
both externally-produced and teacher-produced
assessment methods.

Competence 7: Using assessment as an
instructional intervention

Standard 7: Teachers should be skilled in recognizing
unethical, illegal, and otherwise inappropriate
assessment methods and uses of assessment
information.

Figure 2 (continued). Comparison of Stiggins’ (1999b) Classroom Assessment Competencies and The Standards for
Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (1990). Permission to reprint the figure granted by Dr.
Mertler via email on 18 December 2013.

Pilot Testing
A pilot of the instrument involving eight educators was conducted to focus on
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the clarity, readability, and accuracy of the survey items. Each of these teachers had a
chance to take A.L.I.C.E and provide their constructive feedback on the tool itself,
wording of questions, or any areas of the survey that posed a concern. A round table
discussion occurred after the group had a chance to complete A.L.I.C.E to share their
input on the tool. Items that raised concern in any of these areas were revised, thus
establishing some face validity for the survey.
For each of the Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational
Assessment of Students (1990), questions within A.L.I.C.E. were developed. The
respondents answered Part II questions using a Likert-type 6-item scale, and where
appropriate, there existed a not applicable (N/A) choice. The three open-ended
questions captured additional detail about grading procedures, formal policies regarding
grades, and how a student’s final grade is determined.
In addition to the use of the survey instrument, a qualitative component
allowed me to further understand this particular district and helped define the middle
level schools and the larger district context they found themselves in. Interviews of six
individuals provided this deeper insight: the Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent
of Instruction, Director of Instructional Services, and the three building Principals, who
each participated with the interviews consisting of 30-45 minutes dependent on the
length of their responses.
Kvale (1983) defines the qualitative research interview as "an interview, whose
purpose is to gather descriptions of the life-world of the interviewee with respect to
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interpretation of the meaning of the described phenomena" (p. 174). Patton (2002)
suggests the “qualitative methodologist must get close enough to the people and
institution being studied to personally understand in depth the details of what goes on”
(p. 28). This being the case, while I was watchful for my own bias, my background in the
district also allowed me to keenly understand the information conveyed in these
one-on-one interviews.
In support of this qualitative component is Hatch (2002) who noted:
“Qualitative researchers use interviews to uncover the meaning structures that
participants use to organize their experience and make sense of their world” (p. 91).
These interviews were audio taped and transcribed by the researcher. Those who were
interviewed had an opportunity to review the transcript to ensure their thoughts were
captured accurately and could revise the transcript as needed. See Appendix D for a
copy of the semi-structured interview questions.
The final source of data came from artifacts found within the district that focus
on classroom assessment training, speakers, and professional development
opportunities. District office granted me permission to examine binders, website
resources, and manila folder records archiving district professional development.
According to Yin (2003), if the documents are accurate and relevant, they can be quite
informative within case study research. The review of such documents provided a larger
context and assisted in describing this specific case in response to Research Question 1.
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Data Collection Procedures
The data collection for this study was conducted in four major stages: Phase 1
which involved securing HSIRB approval from Western Michigan University and
receiving permission for the study from the district’s Superintendent; Phase 2 involved
visiting the three middle schools to administer the survey instrument; Phase 3 involved
seeking out archived documents, handouts, emails, and district documentation; and
Phase 4 involved conducting six individual administrator interviews.
In advance of Phase 2, I sent an introductory email letter to each of the building
principals that stated the purpose of my research, ensured confidentiality of individual
responses, and described how their collective answers might assist the district or other
school districts. These emails allowed me to establish the best meeting time to connect
with the middle school teaching staff in each building.
Appointments were set for me to visit during a regularly scheduled staff
meeting. To start the meeting, I provided teachers with a light snack and a refreshment.
Any teacher in attendance, regardless if they completed the survey instrument, had the
opportunity to submit their name into a separate envelope, from which names were
drawn to receive one of three gift cards in each building. Once the gift cards were
awarded, all names were destroyed. Before administering the survey, I introduced the
study and distributed the informed consent letters. I set in place safeguards for the
purpose of confidentiality and anonymity and then distributed the surveys.
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I do not currently have any middle level teachers on my teacher evaluation
roster. Regarding my pursuit of objectivity and working to avoid any bias with the data
collected, all responses both positive and negative are included.
To prepare for phase 3 of qualitative data collection, I set up an appointment in
the district staff development office to look for any documentation of teacher training in
assessment and district policies or practices related to assessment over the past five
years. This documentation allowed me to ask targeted questions in the one-on-one
administrator interviews.
For the final phase, I set up an agreed upon time to meet and targeted a 45
minute interview time with each of the administrators. The interviews were held in the
office of the individual being interviewed. The individuals were provided with a consent
form and asked if they would allow the session to be recorded. After a brief greeting, I
took a moment to introduce the school administrator to the study, “From national
standards to classrooms: a case study of middle level teachers’ assessment knowledge
and practice” and allowed for any questions they had to be answered. I also shared
with the administrator that they would be welcome to review the transcript of their
interview and the results of the completed study. Each administrator also had an
opportunity to review and sign an informed consent form approved by HSIRB.
Each administrator was assured that the confidentiality of their responses
would be maintained and their identities only known to the researcher. For the purpose
of reporting results, each of the administrators were randomized and given a
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pseudonym such as Administrator 1, Administrator 2, and the like. Each administrator
was also given the opportunity to not participate in the interview or to stop the
interview at any time. Once a written transcript was established, the audio transcripts
were deleted.
The written transcripts will be stored in a safe in the office of the researcher for
three years following the completion of the study. At the request of the chief
investigator, the transcripts may be stored at Western Michigan University for up to
three years. Each administrator participating was encouraged to review the transcript to
ensure that their thoughts were accurately captured. None of the administrators
elected to review the transcript. There were no known risks or discomforts for
participating in this interview other than the cost of the individual’s time.
Delimitations and Limitations
As previously mentioned, as in all studies, there are delimitations and limitations
that must be noted. Before conducting this study, the researcher analyzed the study
from a variety of perspectives to be aware of her own thinking in identifying key
considerations.
The focus of this study is concerned with teacher classroom assessment literacy
in this Midwest district and is not necessarily reflective of teacher assessment practices
in other locations. There are approximately 96 middle school teachers working in three
separate school buildings in a suburban school located in a Midwest state that represent
my case. A key delimitation of my case study is that by its very nature, it is a bounded
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system (Miles & Huberman, 1994). This finite number of participants from one school
district setting defines the boundaries of the case and also differentiates the case from
general phenomena.
Survey research of this nature brings forward natural boundaries to be
observed. The survey data collected in this study is delimited to one suburban district
and its three middle level buildings consisting of grades seven and eight. Since this study
draws upon a criterion and convenience sample, responses given by teachers in these
buildings cannot be generalized to teachers or contexts outside of this particular school
setting. Stake (1995) contends that case studies are not meant for generalizations, but
rather for particularization. Schools, that have similar demographics, however, may be
able to review this study and use it as a template for understanding the assessment
literacy factors within their context.
A further delimitation of this study derives from the use of a survey instrument
from which teachers will select from pre-selected responses. From the survey results,
the study will draw inferences about teacher knowledge and practice with regard to
assessment literacy (knowledge, practice, and communication).
As with any study, it is also important to outline its limitations. The responses
captured in the survey come as a result of the mental models that teachers have formed
throughout their teaching careers. The teachers who chose to participate in the survey
may also be those teachers who feel they are proficient in classroom assessment.
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This study does not allow for generalizations; its conclusions cannot be
generalized to schools other than the institutions from which the researcher gathered
and interpreted data. However, considering the current state of high-stakes
accountability in education, the study could provide a template by which other schools
or districts could assess secondary teacher assessment literacy. School districts with
similar demographics could review these findings and use them as a base of knowledge
and an efficient way to allocate resources for professional development on classroom
assessment. As the researcher, I was mindful of these limitations as I completed my
study.
The survey, itself, was written to foster an understanding of a teacher’s
assessment literacy perceptions; however, a given question within A.L.I.C.E. might
stretch beyond a teacher’s traditional classroom practice or experiences. For example, a
teacher might have difficulty answering a question due to the terminology used. It could
also be frustrating to some staff to be called upon to think about their assessment
knowledge, or to put forward their best effort throughout the assessment. The teachers
submitting surveys were encouraged to be honest with their responses. Teachers may
have also felt a need to answer in a particular way because they believed that response
to be the right answer; therefore, their answer may or may not be indicative of their
personal classroom assessment practices or beliefs. Due to the anonymous nature of
the responses, a respondent could have simply circled responses without concern for
the impact on the data.
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My research is also unable to deal with department politics, learning
community norms, or the assessment “context” within a given middle school. It is
understood by the researcher that a deeper understanding of some responses might
later require additional research utilizing a qualitative method to draw out experiences,
expertise, questions, and allow for more in-depth understandings.
Data Analysis
As a case study using a mixed methods approach, all quantitative data collected
was entered and analyzed by using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 20),
a statistical analysis program with assistance from a researcher affiliated with the
Western Michigan University Graduate College. Each response was coded to numerically
represent the response provided, logged on a spreadsheet, and then transferred into
SPSS 20 statistical software used for the analysis. According to McMillan and
Schumacher (1997) this type of non-experimental research is relevant in describing the
attitudes, practices, and characteristics of a group of subjects. In this case, the study
examined the assessment literacy practices of middle level teachers and their perceived
levels of assessment knowledge and practice. Typically quantitative research seeks to
generalize, however, a study of this size is not able to generalize beyond this specific
case. Quantitative research, at its core, works to capture an “individual’s points of view”
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, p. 10). Lareau (2000) notes that quantitative research “adds to
our knowledge in a critical way” (p. 229).
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Descriptive statistics show the Likert Scale frequency, percent counts, and the
mean. The three open-ended questions were analyzed by developing categories of
responses and themes. For two additional sources of information, six individual
interviews and a review of district artifacts occurred. In order to manipulate and
interpret the statistical analysis portion of this work, a statistical consultant from
Western Michigan University was utilized.
Research Question 1
Research Question #1 asks: What has been the assessment context for middle
level teachers within a given district over the past five years, and to what extent has this
district been able to implement a local balanced assessment program? To answer this
question, data was collected from artifacts found in the district’s professional
development office, from the transcripts produced from six individual interviews of
administrators, and from the middle level teachers’ self-reported hours of internal and
external hours of training completed. Internal and external training hours were
formatted into a table and presented as Teacher Training, Frequency, and Percent in
Chapter 4. Adding to the context information, a teachers’ self-reported demographic
information, including years of experience, subject area taught, and gender is offered.
As a result of the interviews, district training, current initiatives, and building or district
plans for future assessment training opportunities are shared that describe more fully
the current context.
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Research Question 2
Research Question #2 asks: In reference to the assessment literacy of such
teachers, what is their perceived level of assessment knowledge and practice as
characterized by the national standards of assessment literacy? This research question is
addressed by data drawn from A.L.I.C.E., the survey instrument. Descriptive statistics
share the total N and percent for the Likert Scale frequencies, and the results are ranked
according to the mean. Table 2 outlines the alignment of the (1990) Standards for
Teacher Competency in the Educational Assessment of Students with items on A.L.I.C.E.
Table 2
Alignment of Standards for Teacher Competency (1990) with ALICE
Standard

A.L.I.C.E Survey Items

Standard 1: Teachers should be skilled in choosing assessment methods appropriate for
instructional decisions.

10, 15

Standards 2: Teachers should be skilled in developing assessment methods appropriate
for instructional decisions.

11

Standard 3: The teacher should be skilled in administering, scoring and interpreting the
results of both externally-produced and teacher-produced assessment methods.

12

Standard 4: Teachers should be skilled in using assessment results when making
decisions about individual students, planning teaching, developing curriculum, and
school improvement.

13, 14, 17

Standard 5: Teachers should be skilled in developing valid pupil grading procedures that
use pupil assessments.

16, 18, 19, 20

Standard 6: Teachers should be skilled in communicating assessment results to
students, parents, other lay audiences, and other educators.

21, 22, 23

Standard 7: Teachers should be skilled in recognizing unethical, illegal, and otherwise
inappropriate assessment methods and uses of assessment information.

24

97

While Harwell and Gatti (2001) debate the use of the mean to rank Likert items, it will
be utilized chiefly for the purpose of creating a meaningful table with items listed in
order of their mean value.
Separate tables will be utilized to summarize data captured as aligned with each
of The Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students
(1990), utilizing descriptive statistics from the Likert Scale number, frequencies, and
means. Survey questions 18, 19 and 20 draw from a combination of multiple choice and
open-ended response items. Items for this research question will be displayed in a table
format with open-ended responses clustered and shared.
Research Question 3
The final research question asked: what relationships exist between teachers’
reported: a) levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment knowledge; b)
levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment practices in the classroom; c)
levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment communication practices; d)
levels of perceived assessment knowledge with perceived assessment practices in the
classroom; and e) levels of perceived assessment knowledge with perceived assessment
communication practices.
To investigate the relationship between teacher training and assessment
knowledge, assessment practice, and assessment communication practices, new
variables were created and a multiple regression analysis (MRA) completed. See
Appendix G for the breakdown of each national standard, questions from A.L.I.C.E., and
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the combined variable created in order to conduct this regression analysis. Teacher
Training is a continuous variable derived from A.L.I.C.E. that sums the professional
development hours reported in questions 5 and 6. Assessment Knowledge combines
teachers’ understanding of assessment practices from items 11, 15, 16. Assessment
Practice will be derived from combining items 10, 12, 13, 14, 17, and 20. Finally, the last
variable, Assessment Communication Practices combines items 21, 22, 23. For each
item set, the new variable was created using Cronbach’s alpha, a coefficient of internal
consistency believed to indirectly indicate the degree to which a set of items measures a
single unidimensional latent construct. Cronbach’s alpha is widely used in the social
science with an α ≥ 0.9 as excellent, 0.7 ≤ α < 0.9 as good (Ritter 2010). For each of these
variables, if a respondent left an item blank, the researcher filled in a mean score for the
missing item.
One way to look at whether two variables are associated is to look at whether
they co-vary. According to Field (2005), covariant variables are those variables that may
have an interrelation with another variable in that when one variable deviates from its
mean, the other variable should deviate from its mean in the same or directly opposite
way (p. 108). The covariate in my study included (a) years of teaching experience, (b)
subject area, (c) gender, and (d) building assigned. For my study, years of experience
classified as a continuous variable; subject area was coded as science or math, English
language arts or social studies, or other; and gender was coded as male or female. The
assigned school variable is one of three sites: school one, school two, or school three.

99

Dummy coding occurred for each of these variables prior to conducting the regression
analysis. Dummy variables are useful because they enable us to use a single regression
equation to represent multiple groups. The dummy coding occurred by taking the 3
levels of “subject,” and “site” and creating 3-1 = 2 variables for each with a value of yes
“1” or no “0.” For subject area taught, I created two variables: “Science/Math” and
“English/Social Studies” with the baseline elective courses. These two dummy variables
were then coded science/math “1” and elective “0”, and English/social studies “1” and
elective “0”. In a similar fashion, for the school Site, I created a variable called “Site 1”
and “Site 2” with Site 3 as the baseline. For “gender” there were only two levels (0 =
female, 1 = male). Finally, “years of teaching” was treated as a continuous variable in
the model.
To draw conclusions about a population based on a regression analysis done on
a sample, several assumptions must be true (Barry 1993). All predictor variables must
be quantitative or categorical (two categories), and the outcome variable must be
quantitative, continuous and unbounded. The predictors should have some variability in
value, none of them have a variance of 0, and no perfect multicollinerarity, meaning
there does not exist a perfect linear relationship between any two or more of the
predictors. Predictors should be uncorrelated with external variables or variables not
included in the regression model that would influence the outcome variable.
The multiple regression analysis data from my study was used to examine
whether a relationship existed between Teacher Training and each of the following:
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Assessment Knowledge, Assessment Practice or Assessment Communication Practices
when we hold constant the covariate variables: years of experience, subject area,
gender, and building assigned.
The null hypothesis for my multiple regression model states, there are no
relationships between teacher training, the independent variable, and assessment
knowledge, assessment practices, and assessment communication practices (each of
these dependent variables). Each of these were run as separate regression models and
a fourth regression looked at the relationship between assessment knowledge, as the
independent variable, and assessment communication practices (dependent variable).
The alternative hypothesis states, there is a relationship between teacher training, the
independent variable, and assessment knowledge, assessment practices, or assessment
communication practices (the dependent variables). A decision rule in statistics is a
formal rule that states, based on the data obtained, when to reject the null hypothesis
H0.
In general the decision rule uses information from the sample to make a choice
between two different hypotheses (Zou, 2006). For the purpose of this study, the
decision rule was placed at the .05 level of significance. Key assumptions were checked,
whereby a residual plot was created that shared the residual values of the independent
variables on the Y axis. The residual values show the difference between the observed
value of the variable and the value suggested by the regression model (Weisberg 2013).
Both the homoscedasticity and the linearity, having one dimension or a straight line,

101

were checked. Homoscedasticity refers to whether the variables within a sequence have
the same finite variance and linearity or in other words the distribution should be fairly
even and not coned or erratic (Fay 2010). Even when the assumptions are met, it is
possible that this sample may not represent a larger population.
Table 3
Research Analysis Summary
Research
Question
Q1

Data Source

Statistics

Administrator Interviews,
District Artifacts
Internal and External Teacher Training
Basic Demographic Information

Qualitative Procedures
Interview transcripts, artifacts
Descriptive statistics: frequency and
percent

Q2

A.L.I.C.E (Survey Instrument)
Organized by 7 Standards for Teacher Competence in the
Educational Assessment of Students (1990) – See Table 2

Q3

Creation of 4 New Variables
“Teacher Training”
Combine A.L.I.C.E. – 5, 6

Descriptive statistics: total n, Likert
Scale frequency, raw number and
percent.
Ranked by the Mean.
Continuous Variable

“Assessment Knowledge”
Combine A.L.I.C.E. - 11, 15, 16

Variable Combines Items using
Cronbach’s alpha 

“Assessment Practice”
Combine A.L.I.C.E. – 10, 12, 13, 14, 17, 20

Variable Combines Items using
Cronbach’s alpha 

“Assessment Communication”
Combine A.L.I.C.E. – 21, 22, 23

Variable Combines Items using
Cronbach’s alpha 

a) Teacher Training v. Assessment
Knowledge
b) Teacher Training v. Assessment
Practices
c) Teacher Training v. Assessment Communication
d) Assessment Knowledge v. Assessment Practices
e) Assessment Knowledge v. Assessment Communication

Multiple Regression Analysis
Covariates:
-Years of Teaching Experience
(continuous variable)
Dummy variables coded:
-Science/Math (Other)
-English/Social Studies (Other)
-Site 1 (Site 3)
-Site 2 (Site 3)
-Gender (Female 0, Male 1)
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Each relationship was tested separately. A histogram was checked to ensure that
the residuals produced by the regression model are normally distributed. In a normal
distribution, the data tends to be around a central value with no bias left or right or with
symmetry about the center (Lowe 2005). When the research sample featured missing
cases, the researcher inserted the mean. A regression table reports the unstandardized
coefficients, standard error, p-value, and R-squared. Table 3 provides a summary of the
data source and descriptive and inferential statistics used to address each of my
research questions.
Role of the Researcher
It is important for me to include an epoch or bracketing summary of past
experiences to help negate any bias that I had toward this research. This means I must
share my personal history as it relates to the district in the study. In 1974, I entered
kindergarten in one of this district’s elementary schools and later graduated from high
school in 1987. I left the district to earn a bachelor’s degree in history and English,
secondary teaching certification, and two master’s degrees: one in curriculum and
instruction and the second in K-12 Educational Administration.
In 1993, I returned to the district and was hired to be a long-term substitute and
later a full time teacher in the district. My career began by spending nine years teaching
middle level history and English in one of the three schools being studied. After earning
the title of [State] Teacher of the Year in 2002-2003, I spent one year on sabbatical
working for the State Department of Education and providing in-service training to
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many of the state’s most underperforming districts.
After this sabbatical year, I worked in three separate district elementary buildings
as an administrative intern. The following year, I helped to open a middle/high school
as the middle level Assistant Principal welcoming in grades 7-12 to a brand new school
complex. After three years at this school, I transferred to a second middle school site,
spending three more years at this school. The past four years, I have served as Principal
at an elementary building with grades 5 and 6.
I share my career path as teacher and administrator to showcase that over my 20
year career, I have worked in each of the district’s three middle school complexes as
either a teacher or administrator. I have not worked directly with any of the middle
schools utilized in this study for more than four years, and I currently hold no
supervisory role or teacher evaluation role in any of the three schools in this study. All
teachers were guaranteed an option to participate or decline; however, since many of
the teachers were former colleagues of mine, most were eager to support this project
and to utilize the findings to support my graduate work and eventually to build
understanding around their present assessment practices as middle level teachers.
Chapter III Summary
A case study drawing upon mixed methods research was the most appropriate
means for conducting a study of this nature. This investigation sought to measure
teachers’ classroom assessment literacy knowledge, and practice, based upon the
standards derived from nationally recommended assessment practices. This study
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results in an opportunity to expand upon the current research knowledge base
surrounding middle level classroom assessment that can be shared with teachers,
administrators, and policymakers to inform and improve instruction, professional
development, and guide policy. This research allowed me to collect data and analyze the
assessment literacy level of teachers, as well as ascertain how their present practices
relate to nationally recommended assessment practices. My study also allowed me to
look at connections between a teacher’s training and their assessment knowledge and
practices. Chapter IV provides a summary of my results. Chapter V provides a discussion
of the findings, conclusions, and recommendations for further study.
CHAPTER IV
DATA RESULTS
My study sought to investigate the relationships that exist between middle level
teachers’ current level of assessment practices, and their training, assessment
knowledge, assessment practices, and communication practices.
Description of the Population
The teacher sample consisted of full time teachers at three middle schools within
a suburban public school district. The teachers surveyed included only staff with a full
time teaching schedule. Every attempt was made to target every full time middle level
teacher in the district by administering the survey at a required grade level staff meeting
in Spring 2013.

105

Of the 96 middle level teachers who were asked to participate, 94 (97.9%)
completed the survey. Three surveys were discarded as each of them contained only a
few responses completed when the respondent turned in the survey. From the three
middle school buildings, the number of respondents from each building was fairly equal
with 30 (32.9%) from Site I; 30 (32.9%) from Site II; and 31 (34%) from Site III.
Respondents did have the ability to skip questions and therefore some of the Likert
scale items were left blank.
For the qualitative portion of the study, six district administrators were
interviewed in August 2013, with such interviews held in the individual’s office. These
interviews included the three building principals, and three central office
administrators: Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent of Instruction, and the
Director of Instructional Service. Interviews followed a structured question format
(Appendix D) and were electronically recorded. Interviews ranged in length from 15
minutes to 35 minutes in length.
Description of the Data
In order to investigate middle level teachers’ current assessment practices, the
Assessment Literacy Inventory for Classroom Educators (A.L.I.C.E.), as found in Appendix
F, was designed to parallel the Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational
Assessment of Students (AFT, NCME, & NEA, 1990). Each teacher in the study had the
opportunity to voluntarily complete A.L.I.C.E and could skip any portion, leave a section
unanswered, or simply turn in the inventory without completing any questions. While
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this caused the response rate to vary for some questions, on the whole, mostly
completed surveys were submitted.
The survey developed for this research consists of two parts. Part I includes nine
items asking about the individual’s background as a classroom teacher. Part II has 15
items related to the seven “Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational
Assessment of Students.” Some items were intended to measure general concepts
related to testing and assessment; other items were related to teacher’s knowledge of
standardized testing and classroom assessment. The teachers surveyed included only
7th and 8th grade full-time teachers (see Table 4).
Within the Part I survey questions asking demographic information about the
teachers, respondents were given a blank to fill in for years of classroom teaching. Four
categories were created by the researcher from this continuous variable: 0-5 years, 7-15
years, 16-24 years, and 25-41 years. This allowed for separation between novice
teachers (0-5 yrs), mid-career teachers (7-15 yrs), experienced (16-24 yrs), and senior
veterans (25-41 yrs).
Table 4
Teacher Respondent Demographics (n=89)
________________________________________________________________________
Descriptors
Gender Male
Female
Highest Educational Level Attained
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Master’s Degree + 30 Credits
Master’s Degree + 45 Credits
Ed.D or Ph.D.

Frequency
34
55

Percent
38.2
61.8

20
24
20
24
1

22.5
27.0
22.5
27.0
1.1
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Table 4 (continued)
Teacher Respondent Demographics (n=89)
________________________________________________________________________
Descriptors
Teaching Years of Experience
0-5
7-15
16-24
25-41
Undergraduate Assessment Class
Yes
No
Don’t Remember
Graduate Assessment Class
Yes
No
Don’t Remember
Subject Area
Science or Math
Language Arts or Social Studies
Other
Teaching Certification
Elementary
Secondary
K-12 Degree
Other / Multiple Answers Selected
Building Assigned
Site 1
Site 2
Site 3
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items.

Frequency

Percent

10
41
24
14

11.2
46.0
26.9
15.7

25
55
9

28.1
61.8
10.1

39
46
4

43.8
51.7
4.5

30
31
28

33.7
34.8
31.5

28
41
16
4

31.5
46.1
18.0
4.5

31
29
29

34.0
32.6
32.6

Research Question 1
My first research question looked at what has been the assessment context for
middle level teachers within one suburban district over the past five years and to what
extent has this district been able to implement a local balanced assessment program.
To more fully understand the assessment context for middle level assessment, six
administrator interviews were conducted, as well as a review of district artifacts (i.e.,
instruction office documentation and online files). At the core of this work, I had an
interest in framing the assessment context in which these middle level teachers work
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and the district they serve.
The district of interest was founded in 1956 when 13 one-room rural schools
consolidated into a school district and established a high school to serve the secondary
students. Today, this same district has grown to serve over 10,200 students, with a
district that spans some 68 square miles, making it one of the largest geographic school
districts in the state. The district currently is home to five K-4 elementary schools, two K6 elementary schools, one K-4 Spanish immersion school, two 5/6 elementary schools,
one 5/6 environmental school, three 7/8 middle schools featured in this study, three 912 high schools and one alternative 9-12 high school. The district is a relatively
prosperous district with Free and Reduced Lunch accounting for 11.65% of students at
Site 1, 9.98% at Site 2, and 6.79% at Site 3 (District website, 2014). Two administrators
shared that the district is ranked “at the top 5% of all districts in the state” on any
statewide standardized assessment (Administrator 3, 4). According to this district’s
vision and mission statement, “Staff members are committed to knowing individual
student strengths and to providing each student an opportunity to achieve their
individual potential” (District of Study, 2013).
In reviewing district artifacts, online communications, the newsletter published
for the community and in conversation with the administrators underlying every district
policy is an alignment to the District Vision, Mission, and Guiding Principles. The district
vision reads “[District of Study] … all learners achieving individual potential. The mission
statement continues in saying, “In partnership with our community, [district of study]
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will provide all learners with opportunities to acquire the knowledge, skills and
experiences necessary to build meaningful and productive lives. Finally, in articulating
what the district believes in, often these same “Guiding Principles” form the
philosophical base of district policy and practices. As noted by Administrator 4:
Throughout the history of our school district, our community and our staff have
given their time, their talents, and their treasure to ensure that each child has
what she or he needs to unlock their unique and limitless potential. These gifts
manifest themselves in our smaller schools, our small teacher to child ratio, and
our belief in keeping kids “younger longer” and not artificially accelerating the
natural process of becoming an adult.
This quote highlights the overall cohesion in district philosophy that the six
administrators voiced is in existence within the three middle schools in this study.
These Guiding Principles are manifested in all communications, policies and
practices throughout the district and the district in the study is committed to Caring,
Collaboration, Open Communication, Diversity & Inclusiveness, High Expectations,
Learning, Respect and Trust. Each of the terms was then defined by educators in the
district in conjunction with parents, business representatives, and students.
For the purpose of the qualitative portion of this study, three district
administrators and three building administrators were interviewed in their respective
offices. Each of them is referred to only by their pseudonym below (administrator 1, 2,
3, 4, 5, 6) to protect their identity. An open-ended interview format was utilized as
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found in Appendix D.
Throughout the administrator interviews it was apparent that the district office
focus hopes to provide the resources necessary to support building professional
development needs. It was also apparent that the focus of the adults is squarely placed
on a basic belief in “helping all learners achieve their individual potential”
(Administrator 2), and according to Administrator 5, that teachers believe in the unique
skills of each child “as if the child were my own son/daughter.” In commenting on the
sizes of the schools, Administrator 4 noted, “The community philosophy believes in
smaller class sizes with a student to teacher ratio of 25:1 and moderately sized schools
to help a large district feel smaller and for every student to know a caring relation with
their teachers.”
As in many districts, this district has worked to blend district-wide professional
development opportunities with the needs of individual buildings, while also balancing
elementary and secondary school needs. Within the last five years, the district has held
district-wide professional development focused on Realizing the Vision (RV), with K-12
educators from across the district coming together on one site to hear keynote
addresses, visit break-out sessions of interest, and process new ideas gleaned with their
building staff. The RV training had a focus each year over three years with RV I focused
on differentiation, RV II on technology and RV III on formative assessment. With the
wave of educational initiatives hitting K-12 education, this district like others also
focused on teacher evaluation, standardized assessment tools, technology training,
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implementation of standards-based report cards for grades K-6, writing an English
Language Arts curriculum framework for grades K-8, diversity training through the
Global Learners Initiative, building Student Success Teams (SST) in each building to guide
school improvement efforts, and passing a bond election. Within the district plans,
individual buildings have also been afforded professional development time in
alignment with each school’s School Improvement Plan.
In the specific context of professional development related to assessment,
building level leaders and central office administrators generally agreed that too little
time has been committed to this topic. When responding to how much district-wide
professional development was offered over the past five years focused on assessment
or grading practices, the hours logged varied between respondents: administrator 1
indicated 36 hours, administrator 2 indicated 30-40 hours, while administrator 3
indicated 18 hours.
As administrators cited key resources (individuals or materials) that their district
professional opportunities on assessment have utilized, the responses varied
considerably. Ken O’Connor was cited, as well as Douglas Reeves, and two
administrators (1 and 3) cited a Michigan State University Professor, but were unable to
recall his name.
All three central office administrators talked about Learning Forward: The
Professional Learning Association, an association devoted to advancing professional
learning for student success. Learning Forward’s vision is to ensure that every educator
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engages in effective professional learning every day so every student can achieve
(Learning Forward, 2014). To this end, during the 2013-2014 school year, the district
focused on a common alignment of professional learning structures across all buildings
in the district, beginning with a Student Success Teams (SST). Administrators noted that
intentional time has been spent looking at vocabulary instruction, assessment
procedures, and potentially the development of common assessments across the
district.
A concerted effort from all three buildings has focused on developing common
assessments, agreed upon by all members of a given department (Administrator 1, 3).
However, depending on the department, there is disagreement as to whether this
common assessment should be common to the grade level within an isolated school or
common throughout the grade level across the district (Administrator 3). More on this
will be evident through individual teacher responses gathered in the open-ended items
from the survey instrument later.
Regarding the district’s comprehensive assessment plan for the middle level,
there is agreement from each administrator interviewed that a plan is needed, and that
it was being developed. According to Administrator 5, there is a plan in place to create
an assessment plan, with the goal of all principals adopting a shared vision and thinking
about how achieve that vision (why we do what we do), and then engaging in
conversations about fundamental beliefs.
Once you look at assessment, so much of it is philosophy – are you doing
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it because this is what you have always done? Because of standards?
Believe in a bell curve? In looking at our common assessments we are all over
the place and these are beliefs we don’t let go of easily. (Administrator 5)
Discovery Education Assessment, launched in the 2011-2012 school year, is an
example of a district initiative to “universally embrace” a set of achievement
expectations through common assessments. All three middle level buildings participated
in the district launch of Discovery Education, an online, common formative assessment
that predicts state specific Reading, English Language Arts and Math proficiency for
students in grades 7 and 8. In August of 2011, six hours of professional development
were devoted to the launch of this assessment tool in alignment with the recommended
number of professional development hours necessary to implement the assessment.
The test is administered in September, January and May of each year to assess a
student’s progress, and reports generated from this testing show proficiency, state and
national percentiles, percent correct, item difficulty and content mastery (Discovery
Education, 2014). Additional training was offered to some teachers depending on their
grade level and subject area taught, receiving anywhere from 6 to 18 hours of
professional development to understand the assessment tool (Administrator 6).
Another major district initiative involved Ken O’Connor, author of A Repair Kit for
Grading: 15 Fixes for Broken Grades (2007), who was also brought to the district in
August of 2011. Teachers were offered an additional six hours of professional
development, including a keynote, as well as afternoon sessions focused on grades 7
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and 8. The middle level buildings all purchased copies of O’Conner’s book. However,
each middle school independently chose how much follow-up professional development
time they would devote to implementing Ken O’Connor’s grading philosophies. Such
professional development hours ranged from 18 hours spent in building level
professional development (per Administrator 3), to Administrator 2 noting, “Yeah, we
had him in and did 15 Fixes,” to Administrator 1 indicating that “15 Fixes was not a
good fit for our building” and that little or no time was spent at the building level after
the district-wide training.
It was also noted that at the time of the administrator interviews (in August
2013), Michigan’s legislators were in disagreement about whether to adopt the
Common Core State Standards Initiative. House Bill 4276 proposed to amend the
Revised School Code to prohibit the State Board of Education and the Department of
Education from implementing the Common Core Curricular Standards. The bill
introduced by Republican Representative Tom McMillin directed the State Board of
Education to take the necessary action to rescind their June 15, 2010 adoption of the
Common Core Standards, and to discontinue any assessments aligned to those
standards. This caused concern as noted by Administrator 6, “With state funds unable
to be used to implement programs or student assessments created by the Common
Core Standards, it’s difficult as educators to properly align the curriculum and
assessment or to know what direction the state will head.”
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It was voiced that each of the middle level buildings use professional
development, staff meeting, and department time to analyze data, and then work to
inform instruction as a result of the assessment. The six district level instructional
coaches, who are master teachers assigned to district office to mentor classroom
teachers on curriculum and instruction issues, met two times with department chairs in
each of the buildings the previous year to work on data analysis and assessment
procedures. Administrator 3 indicated that contractually each of the buildings holds a
staff meeting and a department meeting once a month. In each of the interviews, every
school administrator shared ways in which their time was utilized in an effort to support
their school improvement goals. While one building focused on common language arts
assessments, another building focused on developing collegial rather than congenial
data conversations, while the third middle school focused on aligning math assessments
to the Common Core. Yet, another administrator indicated that while time is spent,
“There is never enough time. Middle level buildings used to rely on a learning consultant
who worked in the building to analyze and triangulate the data we middle level staff
now are learning how to make decisions reflective of the data” (Administrator 2).
In regards to district level assessment administration guidelines based on
standardized procedures and calendar, it was noted that some of these guidelines exist
at the district level; however, teachers have not necessarily paid attention to it. Two of
the central office administrators indicated there is a plan to create an assessment
calendar, “The first step is to get principals (at all levels) to get a shared vision, think of

116

how to get at that vision and then you can have conversations about what we believe”
(Administrator 5). Administrator 5 continued, “By looking at our common assessments
we are all over that place and these are beliefs that don’t let go of easily. We could
create a plan, but without conversation around our assessment beliefs, they [teachers]
won’t do it and it won’t happen with fidelity.” Administrator 6 took this guided question
in a different direction and made reference to the ethical practices teachers engage in
around standardized assessments, “Definitely there has been discussion on common
assessments and the administration of assessments; however, some teachers had never
seen the assessment before administering it, while others fear that colleagues would
‘teach to the test’ if they saw it in advance.”
Building administrators agreed that teachers may or may not be aware of the
current district assessment calendar. Administrator 2 noted that “Teachers in our
building are aware of an assessment calendar. This year our building leadership team
will be in charge of the components and encourage colleagues to complete the
requirements.” In a second middle school, Administrator 1 indicated “Yes” that
teachers are aware, but “We are waiting to see if the Common Core State Standards are
adopted,” and Administrator 3 voiced that, “The assessment calendar is in development
at this point.”
It was voiced that the current district efforts focus not only on developing the
current district assessment document plan, but also determining a communication plan
by which principals and teachers can navigate the document.
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For example, each of the building level administrators is aware of the Discovery
Education protocol and testing calendar windows. By protocol, I am referring to
the calendar weeks the assessment should be administered, who administers the
test, what materials can a student have on hand, considerations for special
education students, and any ethical considerations. (Administrator 5)
The current uses for student assessments in the district are to provide grades for
students, to determine additional supports or extensions for students, and to inform
instruction. Building administrators agreed that teachers are monitoring for students
who are not achieving at grade level and looking for ways to ensure their success. They
each described the academic semester as an 18-week grading period composed of 2 – 9
week quarters. Each of the major core disciplines: math, science, social studies and
English language arts take a semester and year-end final examination. These
examinations are either common within a given middle school department or common
across the district. Each of the three building administrators shared the same
perspective on semester examinations as depicted in Figure 3.
Core Class
Social Studies
Grades 7 and 8
Mathematics
Grades 7 and 8
Science 7

Building Level
Common Assessment
st
1 Semester and
nd
2 Semester

District Level
Common Assessment

st

1 Semester and
nd
2 Semester
st

1 Semester and
nd
2 Semester
st

Science 8
st

English Language Arts
1 Semester
Grades 7 and 8
Figure 3. End of semester common assessment overview by subject.

1 Semester and
nd
2 Semester
nd
2 Semester
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At the time of this writing (February 2014), a K-6 Assessment Companion
document is available online for all staff in the district through an online district website.
While the document is entitled K-6 Assessment Companion, there are references to
grades 7-8 common district assessments. The information in this document includes for
each assessment: title, grade levels, subject area, scheduled date(s), protocol and
procedures, how data is to be collected, and how the data is to be utilized. What is not
provided in this document are testing parameters (time, resources allowed, best
practices), and the purpose for each assessment.
At the time of the interviews, however, each school administrator agreed there
was no common plan to support how student assessments are utilized. For example, is
an assessment utilized to screen students, as a diagnostic assessment, solely to monitor
student progress, or to identify a need for additional supports? The administrators see
these functions occurring in isolation, by chance, and not as a result of a coordinated
district-level assessment plan. While many 9-week and semester tests are standard at
the middle level, administrators indicated there is little time available to conduct an
item analysis. As Administrator 6 indicated, “We almost need to identify dos and don’ts
of how to use available data. We need to work to help teachers understand the
statistical significance of given information and help them to triangulate the data.”
As administrators shared whether teachers at the middle level are aware of the
expected level of achievement for student in English language Arts and math at grades 7
and 8, answers varied widely as noted by Administrator 4,
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What it is that we want kinds to be able to know and do, which in my mind is
laymen’s term for assessment outcomes, we don’t appear to be as tightly aligned
as we should be. We’re also not aligned as to what we would all agree upon as
evidence that would demonstrate mastery for us. It’s not only the ends that
we’re aiming for, but it’s also the means by which we will certify that the student
has reached those ends.
Text complexity came through in two of the administrator’s responses (2, 5), with a
concern that teacher developed assessments draw upon lower reading levels and lower
levels of Blooms [Taxonomy]. Administrator 5 continued by noting, “A support group of
teachers could really collaborate around assessment. We’ve set up an education system
that’s trying to do so much that it’s difficult to do anything in depth.” Administrator 1
agreed by saying, “We need to help kids become literate citizens; however, they are not
regularly reading high level informational text.” In terms of math, each of the building
level administrators noted that teachers know the skills and abilities needed at the
grade level and there is greater agreement with common semester assessments.
In looking at teacher preparation, undergraduate training, and the hiring process
in the district, it was evident that the district does not use a common protocol for hiring
new teachers. Only one of the three building level administrators indicated that
assessment questions were utilized in the interviews used when hiring staff. All three
district level administrators, however, recognized the importance of developing
scenarios to force candidates to demonstrate their knowledge of assessment, as
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Administrator 6 noted, “We don’t currently have a common protocol for hiring new
teachers. A teacher’s knowledge of assessment, authentic assessment is critical.”
As administrators shared the greatest challenges facing middle level teachers in
regards to assessment and grading practices, several themes were evident. One is that
collaboration between and amongst teachers in the building and across the district
could yield some high leverage understandings about how to use available data. “One
of the challenges is simply knowledge about assessment. There has been a strong norm
and history especially in middle schools and at the secondary level that assessment is
about assigning grades and grades are about sorting student along some achievement
curve” (Administrator 4). This individual continued, “Too often letter grades are used as
extrinsic motivators to get somewhat disengaged students to follow through with their
responsibilities.”
Many of the administrators shared that developing and knowing how to craft
assessments that fit with middle level interests included multiple steps, and provided an
engaging experiences beyond a paper and pencil test are essential at the middle level.
“Secondary teachers will need to engage in professional learning around effective
assessment and instructional strategies and how to prepare their students for the next
generation assessments” (Administrator 6).
Each of the district administrators complimented the adoption of the Art and
Science of Teaching (Marzano, 2007) as a district K-12 initiative to clearly define best
practice classroom instructional strategies based on classroom research. The early
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adoption of this Framework had not been completed at the time of the teacher survey;
however, administrators received 18 hours of training in advance of the qualitative
portion of this study. According to district artifacts and administrator interviews,
Marzano’s work presents a model for ensuring quality teaching that balances research
best-practice with a teacher’s need to understand the unique learned needs of each
student.
Accompanying the research-based strategies, the district also adopted the
Marzano Art and Science of Teaching Instructional Framework as part of the district’s
teacher evaluation model. Within this model, teachers can only earn the highest score
of “Innovating” or second highest rating of “Applying” if they engage in what Marzano
terms “monitoring for the desired effect” or, in other words, a teacher must regularly
engage in activities that monitor students understanding throughout a lesson. Unless a
teacher monitors student learning, he/she will receive only a “developing” or
“beginning” rating at the lowest end of the scale. The adoption of the Framework brings
a district-wide definition of “best practices” which includes the daily and ongoing use of
formative assessments.
The middle level teachers in this district do have a number of ways by which they
can communicate assessment results with parents. PowerSchool provides families an
online portal into their students’ learning and access to teacher grade books. Informal
assessments are communicated to parents during Fall and Winter Parent Teacher
Conferences. Report cards, progress reports and results for standardized tests such as
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PLAN and EXPLORE are mailed home. NAVIANCE is also utilized as a college and career
readiness platform that helps connect a student’s academic achievement to postsecondary goals. Discovery Education Assessments, while administered at the middle
level, are not widely shared with parents, though families do know the test is given
(Administrators 1, 3, 5, 6). Finally, a number of teachers also work to inform families
through the use of classroom websites, handwritten notes, emails, or phone calls home
(Administrator 1, 2, 3).
In looking at assessment at the middle level, an additional tool on the horizon for
the middle level in this district may be to bridge the K-6 standards-based report card
with student’s present level of performance:
Although we’re not looking to going towards a standards-based report card at the
secondary level, the notion of breaking down the critical understandings,
knowledge bases, and skills of a middle level course and report out on student’s
level of mastery with a letter grade is something that we’ve talked about.
(Administrator 4)
During the current 2013-2014 school year, the middle level buildings appear to be
more closely aligned in their professional development focus as the district works to
target professional development efforts around Dr. Robert Marzano’s research related
to “The Art and Science of Teaching” (2007). According to a poster-sized district artifact:
As a Principal Learning Community, the administrators set forth three prioritized
goals for 2013-2014. 1) Implement the Marzano Instructional Framework with an
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emphasis on lesson segments involved routine events, 2) Institute Student
Success Teams (SSTs) that are focused on student achievement through
increasing the capacity of each staff member, and 3) Continue the learning of the
Principal Learning Community by implementing Kenneth Williams’ (2013) Eye,
Why, How and Now philosophies in the buildings.
In accordance with action item 1, for the first time in the district’s history, all K-12
educators are working to develop a common instructional language based upon 41
classroom strategies and behaviors that statistically impact student achievement
(Administrator 5). At the same time, district professional development time is focused
on Dr. Robert Marzano’s Teacher Evaluation model, working to bridge the gap between
teacher evaluation, leadership evaluation, and student achievement (Administrator 5).
The Marzano framework for effective instruction provides a teacher evaluation
model that identifies for staff the direct cause-and-effect relationship between teaching
practices and student achievement (Marzano, 2007). Given the changes in state law,
teacher evaluation will no longer be an exercise in compliance, but rather a
developmental exercise that insists upon conversations about teaching and learning. At
the time that the A.L.I.C.E. survey instrument was administered to teachers, the launch
of this latest professional development initiative had not occurred, although district
administrators had received a day of training. Multiple administrators indicated that
while the state continues to try to agree upon best practice for teacher effectiveness,
the use of Marzano’s research will lie at the core of all professional development in the
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district and perhaps provide teachers a common instructional language to discuss
effective teaching and assessment practices.
The administrators noted that the three middle schools in this study, now have
common assessments in some disciplines aligned with district and state standards, use
assessments as part of school improvement efforts, involve teachers in curriculum and
assessment development, provide professional development for current initiatives, and
use assessment data to inform instruction (Administrators 1, 2, 3).
Overall, based on the common elements of a balanced assessment system, as
described in a number of studies (Coladarci, 2000; Cromey & Hanson, 2000; Cutlip, 2003
Rabinowitz & Ananda, 2001; Stiggins, 2002b), I extracted from the six administrator
interviews an overview of the assessment system elements at work within this district.
Table 5 shows administrator responses as to whether a particular assessment system
element currently exists in the district. The elements are listed from the highest level of
administrator agreement (Yes = 100%), down to elements that are not presently
implemented with fidelity such as a district assessment policy (Yes – 17%).
Any demographic data on the district would support that it is a relatively wealthy
suburban district and enjoys the support of parents, business, and students driven for
academic success as evidenced by 93% of students earning a Bachelor’s degree after
high school. In regards to middle level assessment, despite the presence of many
components of a local balanced assessment system, this district does not currently have
in place a seamless system of well-articulated policies and procedures (as depicted in
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Table 5).
Table 5
Administrator Beliefs on Local Balanced Assessment System Components
Balanced Assessment System Component
 Assessments are relevant to daily learning targets.
 Assessments are utilized as part of school improvement efforts.
 Teachers are involved in assessment development.
 Teachers are involved in professional development planning.
 Teachers are involved in curriculum alignment.
 Utilize assessment results to monitor student progress.
 Use assessment results to evaluate the effective of local curriculum and instructional
practices.
 Allocate time for teachers to make data-based decisions.
 Knowledge of a variety of assessment methods and scoring procedures.
 Emphasis on an expectation of success for all learners.
 System utilizes a variety of means of communication: report cards, parent-teacher
conferences, electronic parent portals.
 Assessment intended to maximize student success and not merely to rank students.
 Colleagues agree upon and embrace common achievement expectations.
 District has aligned assessments with state and district standards.
 District assessment policy that shares best practice professional administration and
usage.

Yes n (%)
6 (100)
6 (100)
6 (100)
6 (100)
6 (100)
6 (100)
6 (100)

No n (%)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)

6
6
6
6

(100)
(100)
(100)
(100)

0
0
0
0

(0)
(0)
(0)
(0)

5
3
3
1

(83)
(50)
(50)
(17)

1 (17)
3 (50)
3 (50)
5 (83)

From the teacher’s perspective, some their perspective on the local balanced
system components were also collected. Common assessments are present for some
disciplines either at the building level (social studies 7, 8 and science 7) or district level
(math 7, 8, science 8, and English language arts 2nd semester (see Figure 3). A number of
different assessment strategies are frequently in use. Teachers, however, currently do
not understand some assessment concepts. On a Likert scale with 1 (No Real
Understanding) and 6 (Highly Proficient Understanding), some basic assessment
concepts ranked low by their mean value: “reliability” (M=3.05), “Errors of
Measurement” (M=2.90), “Measures of Central Tendency” (M=2.71), and “Dispersion”
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(M=2.32). Teachers demonstrated a relatively high understanding of Assessment
Development (see Table 9); however, traditional measures captured the highest mean
values: “Graded Homework” (M=5.02), “Paper-and-Pencil Tests” (M=5.01).
As the last data piece to profile the assessment context for this district, I
gathered teachers’ self-reported hours of internal and external hours of training within
Part I of the survey instrument. Teachers responded to these open-ended items with a
wide range of responses (see Table 6). In the case of district provided professional
development hours, the range was 0 to 50 hours, and for reporting purposes, responses
were clustered into 5 hour increments: 0-5, 6-10, 11-15, and a final group encompassing
18-50 hours. For external hours of professional development the reported range fell
between 0 to 100 hours, and again for reporting purposes, the data was grouped into
four roughly balanced intervals: 0, 2-5, 6-12, 13-30 and a final range of 40-100 hours.
Table 6
Self-Reported Internal and External Professional Development Hours (n=89)
________________________________________________________________________
Descriptors
District Provided Hours of Professional Development
0-5
6-10
11-15
18-50
External Hours of Professional Development
0
2-5
6-12
13-30
40-100

Frequency

Percent

22
25
31
11

24.7
28.0
34.8
11.9

20
18
22
21
8

22.5
20.0
24.7
23.6
8.9
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Research Question 2
My second research question examined the current status of teachers’
assessment knowledge and practice as characterized by The Standards for Teacher
Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (1990). More specifically, in
reference to the assessment literacy of such teachers, what is their perceived level of
assessment knowledge and practice in relation to these standards of assessment
literacy? Separate tables are utilized to summarize data captured as aligned with each
of the seven standards.
In looking at Standard 1: Teachers should be skilled in choosing assessment
methods appropriate for instructional decisions, A.L.I.C.E survey item 10 addressed the
frequency with which teachers utilize a given assessment strategy (see Table 7 with the
items ranked from highest to lowest mean). With a Likert scale from “1 to 6” (with “1”
being teachers, never, or almost never use certain assessments and “6” meaning usage
multiple times per week), the only mean above 5.0 was for the item: “Oral response” (M
= 5.07). “Graded homework” (M = 4.5) and “Teacher Observations” (M = 4.27) were the
next highest in frequency.
Ranked at the bottom of the list were “Criterion referenced test(s)” (M = 1.91),
“District developed assessments” (M = 1.89), “Online assessments” (M = 1.84),
“Portfolio” (M= 1.54), and “Norm referenced tests” (M = 1.44), which means that these
assessments are used on average no more than a few times per year.
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Table 7
Teacher Reported Usage Frequency of Assessment Strategies
Question

Never, or
almost never
n (%)

-Oral response
-Graded Homework
-Teacher Observations
-Paper and Pencil Test
-Structured performance
Assessment(s)
-Questions from the Text
-Spontaneous performance
assessment(s)
-Rubric or rating scale(s)
(peer or self-assessment)
-Assessment borrowed
from a colleague or your
department
-Self-developed assessment(s)
-Project(s)
-Rubric or rating scale(s)
(teacher observed)
-Published developed
assessment(s)
-Written Essays
-Criterion referenced test(s)
-District developed assessment(s)
-Online assessment(s)
-Portfolio
-Norm referenced test(s)

A few
times
each year
n (%)

About
once a
month
n (%)

10 (11.2)
14 (15.7)
15 (16.9)
7 (7.9)
8 (9.0)

3 (3.4)
6 (6.7)
11 (12.4)
6 (6.7)
12 (13.5)

1 (1.1)
4 (4.5)
5 (5.6)
18 (20.2)
11 (12.4)

About
once
every 2
weeks
n (%)
6 (6.7)
3 (3.4)
6 (6.7)
36 (40.5)
36 (40.5)

About
once a
week
n (%)

Multiple
times
each week
n (%)

Mean

6 (6.7)
21 (23.6)
8 (9.0)
17 (19.1)
17 (19.1)

63 (70.8)
41 (46.1)
44 (49.4)
5 (5.6)
5 (5.6)

5.07
4.50
4.27
3.74
3.63

18 (20.2)
21 (23.6)

11 (12.4)
15 (16.9)

19 (21.3)
13 (14.6)

13 (14.6)
7 (7.9)

12 (13.5)
13 (14.6)

16 (18.0)
20 (22.5)

3.43
3.41

6 (6.7)

28 (31.5)

20 (22.5)

18 (20.2)

14 (15.7)

3 (3.4)

3.17

19 (21.3)

16 (18.0)

21 (23.6)

15 (16.9)

8 (9.0)

10 (11.2)

3.08

22 (24.7)
6 (6.7)
20 (22.5)

19 (21.3)
37 (41.6)
35 (39.3)

12 (13.5)
24 (27.0)
17 (19.1)

13 (14.6)
16 (18.0)
10 (11.2)

13 (14.6)
1 (1.1)
4 (4.5)

10 (11.2)
5 (5.6)
3 (3.4)

3.06
2.82
2.49

34 (38.2)

22 (24.7)

10 (11.2)

9 (10.1)

9 (10.1)

5 (5.6)

2.46

19 (21.3)
36 (40.5)
31 (34.8)
37 (41.6)
56 (62.9)
63 (70.8)

35 (39.3)
32 (36.0)
1 (1.1)
40 (44.9)
22 (24.7)
19 (21.3)

21 (23.6)
15 (16.9)
46 (51.7)
3 (3.4)
9 (10.1)
5 (5.6)

10 (11.2)
6 (6.7)
3 (3.4)
7 (7.9)
1 (1.1)
2 (2.2)

3 (3.4)
0 (0.0)
5 (5.6)
2 (2.2)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)

1 (1.1)
0 (0.0)
3 (3.4)
0 (0.0)
1 (1.1)
0 (0.0)

2.39
1.91
1.89
1.84
1.54
1.44

Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Never, or almost never (1), A few times each year (2),
About once a month (3), About once every 2 weeks (4), About once a week (5), Multiple times each week (6).

A.L.I.C.E survey item 15 addressed the teachers’ self-reported understanding of
assessment concepts (see Table 8 with items ranked from the highest to the lowest
mean). The overall means for these items does not reveal a highly proficient
understanding for any of the items. Using a scale of “1 to 6” (with a “1” representing no
real understanding, and a “6” representing a highly proficient understanding),
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“Performance assessment rubrics” (M = 4.44) and “Percentile ranks” (M = 4.36) were
the assessment concepts for which teachers felt most proficient.
Table 8
Teachers’ Reported Understanding of Assessment Concepts
Question

1
No Real
Understanding
n (%)

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

6
Highly
Proficient
Understanding
n (%)
18 (20.2)

Mean

-Performance assessment
3 (3.3)
7 (7.9)
9 (10.1) 16 (18.0) 36 (40.4)
rubrics
-Percentile ranks
1 (1.1)
6 (6.7)
3 (3.4) 16 (17.0)
41(46.1)
15 (16.9)
-Standard scores
11 (12.4)
4 (4.5) 12 (13.5) 24 (26.9) 30 (33.7)
8 (9.0)
-Grade equivalents
8 (9.0)
7 (7.9) 16 (18.0) 28 (31.4) 22 (24.7)
8 (9.0)
-Grade level cut scores
12 (13.5) 11 (12.4)
8 (9.0) 24 (26.9) 23 (25.8)
11 (12.4)
-Reliability
18 (20.2) 13 (14.6) 24 (26.9) 20 (22.5)
8 (9.0)
6 (6.7)
-Errors of measurement
22 (24.7) 12 (13.5) 28 (31.4) 13 (14.6)
7 (7.9)
7 (7.9)
-Measures of central
32 (35.9) 11 (12.4) 17 (19.1) 13 (14.6) 10 (11.2)
6 (6.7)
tendency
-Dispersion
33 (37.1) 20 (22.5)
3 (3.4) 14 (15.7)
5 (5.6)
0 (0.0)
Note: N = 89. Likert Scale = (1) No Real Understanding, (2), (3), (4), (5), (6) Highly Proficient Understanding.

Ranking at the bottom of the list were “Errors of measurement” (M = 2.90), “Measures
of central tendency” (M = 2.71), and “Dispersion” (M = 2.32).
In looking at Standard 2: Teachers should be skilled in developing assessment
methods appropriate for instructional decisions, A.L.I.C.E survey item 11 addressed
teachers’ relative understanding of assessment development (See Table 9 with the
items ranked from the highest to the lowest mean). Using a scale of “1 to 6” (with “1”
representing no real understanding and “6” representing a highly proficient
understanding), the only mean above 5.0 was for the item: “Graded homework” (M =
5.02), and “Modify an assessment(s) borrowed from a colleague or your department”

4.44
4.36
3.91
3.80
3.75
3.05
2.90
2.71
2.32

130

(M = 4.97) was closely behind as the next highest in frequency. Ranking at the bottom
were “Rating scale(s) (peer or self-assessment)” (M = 3.37) and “Portfolios” (M = 2.99).
Table 9
Teachers’ Relative Understanding of Assessment Development
Question

1
No Real
Understanding
n (%)
0 (0.0)

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

0 (0.0)

-Paper-and-pencil tests)
-Modify an
assessment(s)
borrowed from a
colleague or your
department
-Project(s)

0 (0.0)
1 (1.1)

0 (0.0)
2 (2.2)

0 (0.0)

-Teacher
observation(s)
-Oral response(s)
-Structured
Performance
assessment
-Self-developed
assessment(s)
-Written essay
-Rating Scale(s)
(teacher observed)
-Spontaneous
performance
assessment
-Rating scale(s) (peer
or self-assessment
-Portfolios

-Graded homework

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

6
n (%)

30 (33.7)

Not
Applicable
to my
Teaching
2 (2.2)

3 (3.4)

12 (13.5

42 (47.2)

4 (4.5)
6 (6.7)

11 (12.4)
8 (9.0)

40 (44.9)
45 (50.5)

5 (5.6)

14 (15.7)

16 (18)

3 (3.4)

9 (10.1)

11 (12.4)

2 (2.2)
4 (4.5)

7 (7.9)
10 (11.2)

5 (5.6)

5.02

33 (37.1)
27 (30.3)

1 (1.1)
0 (0.0)

5.01
4.97

43 (48.3)

11 (12.4)

0 (0.0)

4.46

15 (16.9)

32 (36.0)

18 (20.2)

1 (1.1)

4.29

15 (16.9)
10 (11.2)

17 (19.1)
18 (20.2)

35 (39.3)
36 (40.4)

13 (14.6)
11 (12.4)

0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)

4.28
4.18

14 (15.7)

11 (12.4)

16 (18.0)

26 (29.2)

16 (18.0)

1 (1.1)

4.00

4 (4.5)

9 (10.1)

17 (19.1)

19 (21.3)

28 (31.5)

11 (12.4

1 (1.1)

3.99

3 (3.4)

13 (14.6)

12 (13.5)

22 (24.7)

30 (33.7)

5 (5.6)

4 (4.5)

3.74

8 (9.0)

15 (16.9)

17 (19.1)

15 (16.9)

26 (29.2)

7 (7.9)

1 (1.1)

3.65

5 (5.6)

20 (22.5)

19 (21.3)

21 (23.6)

19 (21.3)

3 (3.4)

2 (2.2)

3.37

11 (12.4)

23 (25.8)

21 (23.5)

13 (14.6)

13 (14.6)

5 (5.6)

3 (3.4)

2.99

Note: N = 89. Likert Scale = (1), No real understanding (2), (3), (4), (5), (6) Highly Proficient Understanding, (N/A) = Not
applicable to my teaching.

In reference to Standard 3: The teacher should be skilled in administering,
scoring and interpreting the results of both externally-produced and teacher-produced
assessment methods, A.L.I.C.E survey item 12 addressed the teachers’ consideration of
factors when assigning grades on classroom assessments (See Table 10 with the items

Mean
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ranked from the highest to the lowest mean). Using a scale of “1 to 6” (with “1”
representing not at all considered, and “6” representing considered to a very large
extent), the only mean above 5.0 was for the item: “Percentage or overall number of
items correct” (M = 5.34), while “Difficulty of the assessment” (M = 4.16) and “An
individual student’s ability level” (M = 4.11) were the next highest in frequency.
Ranking at the bottom of the list were “An individual student’s language background”
(M = 3.29), and “An individual student’s socioeconomic background” (M = 2.29).
Table 10
Teachers’ Consideration of Underlying Factors when Assigning Grades
Question

1
Not at all
Considered
n (%)

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

6
Considered
to a very
large
extent
n (%)
46 (51.7)

Mean

-Percentage or overall
1 (1.1)
1 (1.1)
0 (0)
7 (7.9)
34 (38.2)
5.34
number of items correct
-Difficulty of the
9 (10.1)
8 (9.0)
6 (6.7)
22 (24.7) 25 (28.1)
19 (21.3)
4.16
assessment
-An individual student’s
3 (3.4)
11 (12.4) 12 (13.5) 28 (31.5) 17 (19.1)
18 (20.2)
4.11
ability level
-How the entire class
8 (9.0)
5 (5.6)
18 (20.2) 19 (21.3) 23 (25.6)
16 (18.0)
4.03
performed on the
assessment
-Effort of individual
12 (13.5)
8 (9.0)
19 (21.3) 21 (23.6) 12 (13.5)
17 (19.1)
3.72
students
-An individual student’s
14 (15.7)
18 (20.2) 17 (19.1) 17 (19.1) 14 (15.7)
9 (10.1)
3.29
language background
-An individual student’s
34 (38.2)
22 (24.7) 20 (22.5)
4 (4.5)
5 (5.6)
4 (4.5)
2.29
socioeconomic
background
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Not at all considered (1), to Considered to a very large
extent (6).

In looking at Standard 4: Teachers should be skilled in using assessment results
when making decisions about individual students, planning teaching, developing
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curriculum, and school improvement, A.L.I.C.E survey items 13, 14, and 17 addressed
this standard (See Table 11 with the items ranked from the highest to the lowest mean).
Question 13 asked to what degree teachers consider sources of information in assigning
a final report card grade. Using a scale of “1 to 6” (with “1” representing not at all
considered, and “6” considered to a very large extent), the only mean above 5.0 was for
the item: “Summative assessment measures (tests, reports, projects)” (M = 5.39), while
the next highest was “Participation” (M = 3.40). “Attendance” (M = 1.94), “Formative
assessment measures” (M = 1.62), and a “Student’s effort, conduct, or teamwork” (1.60)
all fell relatively low in consideration.
Table 11
Degree Teachers’ Consider Other Information in Assigning Report Card Grades
Question

1
Not at all
Considered
n (%)

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

6
Considered
to a very
large
extent
n (%)
58 (65.2)

Mean

-Summative assessment
1 (1.10)
1 (1.1)
4 (4.5)
8 (9.0)
17 (19.1)
5.39
measures (tests, reports,
projects)
-Participation
14 (15.7)
24 (27.0)
9 (10.1)
12 (13.5)
14 (15.7)
16 (18.0)
3.40
-Attendance
53 (59.6)
13 (14.6)
9 (10.1)
5 (5.6)
7 (7.9)
2 (2.2)
1.94
-Formative assessment
13 (14.6)
16 (18.0)
20 (22.5)
16 (18.0)
12 (13.5)
11 (12.4)
1.62
measures (in-class
questioning, one-on-one
or class discussions, etc.)
-A student’s effort, conduct
8 (9.0)
22 (24.7)
18 (20.2)
11 (12.4)
17 (19.1)
13 (14.6)
1.60
or teamwork
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Not at all considered (1), to Considered to a very large
extent (6).

Question 14 also referred to Standard 4 and asked to what degree each factor
was a reason to assign a letter grade (See Table 12 with items ranked from highest to
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the lowest mean). Using a scale of “1 to 6” (with “1” not at all considered and “6”
considered to a very large extent), the only mean above 5.0 was for the item:
“Communicate achievement of students to parents and others” (M = 5.24), while
“Provide information for student self-evaluation” (M = 4.74) was next. “Identify
students for specialized education programs” (M = 2.68) was the lowest mean.
Table 12
Teacher Motivation: Other Factors Considered in Assigning Grades
Question

1
Not at all
Consider
ed
n (%)

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

6
Considered
to a very
large
extent
n (%)
46 (51.7)

Mean

-Communicate
1 (1.1)
0 (0.0)
5 (5.6)
6 (6.7)
30 (33.7)
5.24
achievement of students
to parents and others
-Provide information for
3 (3.4)
1 (1.1)
8 (9.0)
15 (16.9)
32 (36)
28 (31.5)
4.74
student self-evaluation
-Motivate a student to learn
4 (4.5)
2 (2.2)
7 (7.9)
28 (31.5)
25 (28.1)
20 (22.5)
4.44
-Provide evidence of a
5 (5.6)
3 (3.4)
12 (13.5) 14 (15.7)
32 (36.0)
19 (21.3)
4.36
student’s effort and
responsibility
-Evaluate the effectiveness
1 (1.1)
4 (4.5)
14 (15.7) 21 (23.6)
28 (31.5)
15 (16.9)
4.23
of your instruction
-Identify students for
25 (28.1) 26 (29.2) 11 (12.4)
6 (6.7)
12 (13.5)
7 (7.9)
2.68
specialized education
programs
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Not at all considered (1), to Considered to a very large
extent (6).

Completing Standard 4, question 17 asked to what extent teachers use
classroom level assessment data in making instructional decisions (See Table 13 with the
items ranked from the highest to the lowest mean). Using a scale of “1 to 6” (with “1”
not at all considered and “6” being considered to a very large extent), the highest
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ranked item was “Planning your teaching” (M = 4.5), and the lowest ranked item was
“Following your school improvement plan” (M = 3.93).
In looking at Standard 5: Teachers should be skilled in developing valid pupil
grading procedures that use pupil assessments, A.L.I.C.E survey items 16, 18, 19 and 20
addressed this standard. Survey questions 18, 19, and 20 also contained an open-ended
response item, and these open-ended responses are clustered and shared in addition to
the descriptive statistics with Likert Scale number, frequencies, and means.
Table 13
Teachers’ Reported Use of Classroom Data to Inform Instruction
Question

1
Not at all
Considered
n (%)

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

6
Considered
to a very
large
extent
n (%)
26 (29.2)
24 (27)
31 (34.8)
15 (16.9)
28 (31.5)
15 (16.9)

Mean

-Planning your teaching
6 (6.7)
3 (3.4)
5 (5.6)
25 (28.1)
4.50
-Developing curriculum
7 (7.9)
2 (2.2)
7 (7.9)
26 (29.2)
4.33
-Differentiating instruction
7 (7.9)
0 (0.0)
11 (12.4) 26 (29.2)
4.31
to accommodate a
student with an IEP
-Differentiating instruction
6 (6.7)
3 (3.4)
4 (24)
24 (27.0) 19 (21.3)
14 (15.7)
4.03
for a student
-Following your school
10 (11.2)
7 (7.9)
12 (13.5) 19 (21.3) 30 (33.7)
10 (11.2)
3.93
improvement plan
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Not at all considered (1), to Considered to a very large
extent (6).

Question 16 asked teachers to rate how proficient they are in scoring various
assessments (See Table 14 with the items ranked from the highest to the lowest mean).
Using a scale of “1 to 6” (with “1” being no real understanding and “6” being highly
proficient understanding), the highest ranked item was “Homework assignments” (M =
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4.92), followed closely by a tie between “Pupil in class performances” and “Projects” (M
= 4.76). The lowest ranked item was “Essays” (M = 3.88).
Question 18 asked teachers to describe what method they most often use for
combining grades from assessments for a final semester grade (See Table 15 with the
items ranked from the highest to the lowest percentage). Five multiple choice
responses were given, followed by an open-ended opportunity to describe a method of
their own or to describe how they weight assignments. Fifty-four of the middle level
teachers (60.7%) weight their major assignments more heavily than minor assignments
and then average all marks. Only one teacher throws out one or more of each student’s
lowest scores and averages the rest of the marks.
Table 14
Teacher’s Self-Reflection on Their Ability to Score Various Assessments
Question

1
No real
understanding
n (%)

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

6
Highly
proficient
understanding
n (%)
34 (38.2)

-Homework
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
3 (3.4)
15 (16.9) 33 (37.1)
assignments
-Pupil in class
1 (1.1)
2 (2.2)
7 (7.9)
14 (15.7) 42 (47.2)
22 (24.7)
performances
-Projects
0 (0.0)
4 (4.5)
1 (1.1)
10 (11.2) 41 (46.1)
28 (31.5)
-Essays
2 (2.2)
5 (5.6)
11 (12.4) 18 (20.2) 23 (25.8)
19 (21.3)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = No real understanding (1), to Highly proficient
understanding (6).

Mean

4.92
4.76
4.76
3.88

In order to gain additional insights into participants’ perceptions of how they
weight major assignments, an open-ended question was posed, providing the teachers
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an opportunity to share their specific grading practice. Thirty-six of the 54 teachers
provided feedback on their grading perspective (see Table 15).
Table 15
Teacher’s Most Often Used Method for Combining Assessments into a Semester Grade
Question
-Weigh major assignments more heavily than minor
assignments and then average all marks.
-Average all of the marks
-Look for trends in the data to grade the student on what
they know and can demonstrate at the end of the
quarter regardless of their performance at the
beginning of the semester
-Other
-Throw out one or more of the student’s lowest scores
and average the rest of the marks
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items.

N

%

54

60.7

25
4

28.1
4.5

2
1

2.2
1.1

While Table 15 attempts to create some themes, most of the responses were
uniquely different. For the purpose of comparison, I have listed the teacher comments by
managing the order of information within a given response loosely following a pattern of
information related to Tests, Projects, Daily Work and Participation (see Table 16). The list
was then ranked by those responses, starting with those having the largest percentage on
Tests. Narrative responses with percentages follow at the bottom. In doing this, the
individual responses themselves were not altered, only the order in which the respondent
listed the elements. While Table 16 is difficult to process, I felt that the individual
responses should not be lost by simplifying them further. Within the teachers’ individual
responses, one can see the subtle variations between and amongst colleagues through the
40 distinct responses identified in Table 16. Respondents selecting the grading option
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“other” also were provided with an open-ended response item to provide their perspective
on their own grading system. Although in the initial survey question only two individuals
selected “other,” nine individuals chose to share more about their system in this response
area (See Table 17).
Table 16
Teacher Comments on Weight of Major Assignments (Open-Ended Responses; n = 40)
Grading Practice
 Tests and Quiz 50%, Projects 25%, Daily Work 25% (cited as a department
standard)
 Tests 40%, Quizzes 30%, Homework 30%.
 Assessments 40%, Projects 20%, Homework 40%.
 Accumulation of points earned. Larger point values possible for major
assessments and smaller for minor assessments. Then, 100% based on
assessments.
 Tests 100%, Quizzes 50%, Projects range from 50 to 100 points depending on
the time/depth of understanding and importance in curriculum.
 80% Papers/Projects/Tests, and 20% for work.
 Assessments (tests/quizzes/projects) 70%, HW 20%, Participation 10%
 Assessments 70% (tests weighed double within category, then averaged),
 Homework 20% (all averaged within category), and Participation 10% (averaged
within the category).
 10% and then semester grades are calculated by 45% Q1, 45% Q2 and 10%
semester exam.
 Tests/Projects/Labs 50%, Homework 30%, Participation 20%
 Tests/Quizzes 50%, Homework 50% (cited as science department standard)
 Tests/Projects 45%, Quizzes 20%, Homework 35%,
 Assessments 45%; Spelling 10%, coursework 45%,
 Tests 40-80%, Daily Work and Essays (20-30%), Participation 30%
 Tests/quizzes 40%, In-class Assignments 50%, Participation 10%
 Tests are graded by percentage, projects evaluated by content and quality
 displayed considering how much thought was involved. Spit back
assignments are given little to none [sic] points.
 Tests and Projects 45%, Quizzes 20%, Homework 35%,
 Tests 40%, Quizzes 30%, Assignments 20%, Participation 10%.
 Tests 40%, Quizzes 30%, Homework (in class and activities) 30%.
 Tests/Quizzes 30%, Projects/Writing 40%, Spelling 10%, Homework/Classwork
20%, and then various assignments are worth more points within these
categories.
 Assessment 30%, Projects & Writing 30%, Daily Work 40%.
 Tests 30%, Quizzes 10%, Writing/Projects 20%, Daily Work 40%.
 Tests 25%, Quizzes 15%, Projects/writing assignments 30%, Vocab/spelling 15%, Homework 15%.
 Tests 20%, Projects 10%, Concerts 20%, Homework 30%, Daily Materials 30%

Frequency
4

%
11.1

2
2
1

5.6
5.6
2.7

1

2.7

1
1
1

2.7
2.7
2.7

1

2.7

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2.7
2.7
2.7
2.7
2.7
2.7
2.7

1
1
1
1

2.7
2.7
2.7
2.7

1
1
1

2.7
2.7
2.7

1

2.7
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Table 16 (continued)
Teacher Comments on Weight of Major Assignments (Open-Ended Responses; n = 40)
Grading Practice
 Projects 25%, Assignments 50%, Homework/Classwork 25%
 Listening 20%, Reading 20%, Speaking 20%, Writing 30%, In-class work 10%.
 Grades are graded into 4 categories. Each category is weighted as 25% of the
grade. Some of the categories have numerous assignments. Others, only a
few.
 Homework, quizzes, projects and participation are each given a percentage of
final grade. More difficult homework and projects are worth a greater
number of points and therefore weigh more heavily on overall grade.
 Lesser assignments are graded on a 5 pt. scale where more important
assessments have a higher point value (20+ points)
 Work on a points system so larger assignments are weighed more heavily
because they are assigned more points.
 Points are utilized: Tests 60-75 pts, Quiz 25-30 pts, Project 10-20 points,
 Homework 5-10 points.
 1 Test = 2 Quizzes
 Bigger project more %
 Informal point system. Major assignments = more points.
 Tests are heavier because they cover more information.
 I weight tests the most, then quizzes, then homework. Final writings are
counted as tests.
 Class participation in my music classroom setting and their participation in the
performance is of the upmost importance. Tests, quizzes and written work
are weighted lower than participation.
 3 categories included plus final exam -- different percentage weights are
assigned to each category within a high 40% (test) and a low of 10% (exam). 40% test, 30% quiz, 30% homework.
 Tests and quizzes are worth more points than homework. Projects also are
worth more than formative assessments.
Note: Not all respondents provided open-ended comments for this question.

Frequency
1
1
1

%
2.7
2.7
2.7

1

2.7

1

2.7

1

2.7

1

2.7

1
1
1
1
1

2.7
2.7
2.7
2.7
2.7

1

2.7

1

2.7

1

2.7

Table 17
Teacher Comments on Their Own Grading System (Open-Ended Responses; n = 9)
Grading Practice
 I am a special education teacher so I always use data from beginning of
semester/year to determing students growth and achievement.
 I look at homework as practice/follow-up of the lesson. If a student is able to
perform well on a unit test without completing homework, I am willing to
adjust the grade.
 Total points performance. I will count major assignments/test/projects for
more points.
 It depends on the student and the assignments for the quarter. Powerschool
averages it all. I use points. Tests, projects, reading and writing have more
points.

1

Frequency

%
11.1

1

11.1

1

11.1

1

11.1
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Table 17 (continued)
Teacher Comments on Their Own Grading System (Open-ended responses = 9)
Grading Practice
 However, if a students does poorly on an assignment or test, they re-do it to
show that they understand or that they have improved.
 A long term project is weighed heavily while homework may count as a lesser
grade.
 Assignments are graded on points. A test might be 100 points; a group activity
50 points and a homework activity 30 points.
 Science department: tests/quizzes = 50% of grade, classwork/homework = 50%
of grade.
 Tests/quizzes = 50%, other = 50% --> weighted scores.
 For example, tests and quizzes are worth a different percentage of overall
grade than homework assignments.
Note: Not all respondents provided open-ended comments for this question.

Frequency

%

1

11.1

1

11.1

1

11.1

1
1

11.1
11.1

In asking respondents whether their school has any formal policies that all staff
members follow, the “Yes” responses captured the highest response (42.7%), while
“No” (28.1%), and “Not Certain” (25.8%) were almost even (see Table 18).
Table 18
Teacher’s Knowledge of Formal Policies All Staff Follow When Grading
Question
 Yes.
 No.
 Not certain.
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items.

Frequency
38
25
23

%
42.7
28.1
25.8

For those respondents who selected “Yes,” open-ended responses were captured
to provide more insights into specific policies that exist in the schools. Table 19 offers the
main themes as ranked by their frequencies. While 38 individuals indicated “Yes” regarding
a formal policy in their school, 42 individuals provided a response.
Middle level teachers also shared which major philosophy guides their final grade
decision-making: 59% of respondents (N = 48) believe a student’s final grade is an average
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of all work over a semester, while 32% of teachers (N = 32) believe the student’s final grade
represents a present level of understanding (see Table 20). While not an answer choice on
the survey instrument, nine respondents selected both answers.
Table 19
Teacher Comments on Formal School Grading Policies (Open-Ended Responses; n = 42)
School Grading Policy
Frequency
14
 By Department Grading Policy
5
 Uniform Grading Scale in School.
4
 45% 1st quarter, 45% 2nd quarter, 10% exam quarter grades are set by grade and
department. My grade & department does strict points earned over points total.
4
 Penalties for late work and same percentage for exams.
2
 Math department expected to arrange homework to not contribute to overall grade.
2
 Building level late assignment policy, re-testing policy.
2
 Not certain if 45/45/10 is "formal" school policy or not. Could be just general
practice? Don't know.
1
 Grading Scale determined by the district.
1
 Math department: Assessments 70%, Homework 20%, In-class Assignments 10%
 Foreign language (treated as a High School course): 80% Tests, 20% Homework,
1
1st year language exam is 10% of semester grade.
 Assessments should be weighted at a higher level.
1
1
 Use some of Ken O’Connor guidelines.
1
 Science department: Tests/Quizzes 50% of grade, Homework 50% of grade.
1
 Department asks that Tests 70%.
1
 Department grades 100% on assessments (tests and quizzes).
1
 As a Special Education Teacher, the policies do not pertain to me.
Note: Not all respondents provided open-ended comments for this question.

Table 20
Teacher Considerations for Reporting a Student’s Final Grade
Question
 A student’s final grade is an average of his/her
accomplishments over the course of a semester.
 A student’s final grade represents his/her present
level of understanding over the course of a
semester.
 A combination of the two answers selected.

N
48

%
53.9

32

36.0

9

10.1

Note: Not all respondents provided open-ended comments for this question

%
44.0
11.9
9.5
9.5
4.4
4.4
4.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
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Following this multiple choice response item, an open-ended response item was
provided to glean more specifics about teachers’ final grading practices. Table 21 clusters
answers around each of the grading philosophies: Philosophy A, a student’s final grade is
an average of his/her accomplishments over the course of a semester; and Philosophy B, a
student’s final grade represents his/her present level of understanding over the course of a
semester or a combination of the two.
In looking at Standard 6: Teachers should be skilled in communicating assessment
results to students, parents, other lay audiences, and other educators, A.L.I.C.E survey
items 21, 22, and 23 addressed this standard. Each of these questions will be shared
highlighting the six-point Likert Scale response frequencies (with “1”being never or almost
never communicating and “6” being communicates multiple times each week), and ranking
the items by their means.
Table 21
Grading Philosophies in Determining a Semester Grade (Open-Ended Responses; n = 33)
Philosophy A – A student’s final grade is an average of his/her accomplishments
over the course of a semester.
 I think a student's current level of understanding is a better determinant of
accomplishment. We should grade on present level of understanding; however,
we still grade by a student’s final average of their accomplishments.
 The grade should be an average to indicate accurate work habits over a period of
time.
 All work is included as my subject does not necessarily develop any steps. Different
topics are studied throughout the semester and assessed separately for the most
part.
 Not only trying to have full understanding, need to develop work ethic and skills for
coping and succeeding in life. At middle school level we are teaching responsibility
- handing/accomplishing tasks by a certain time frame. By checking for
understanding along the way -- we can determine mastery and what areas need
to be re-taught.

N

%

3

9.0

2

6.0

2

6.0

1

3.0
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Table 21 (continued)
Grading Philosophies in Determining a Semester Grade (Open-Ended Responses; n = 33)
Philosophy A – A student’s final grade is an average of his/her accomplishments
over the course of a semester.
 Only work produced and test/project work is assessed for grade.
 It would be near impossible to grade 130 students for mastery on every
benchmark/common core standard during one assessment period. Evaluation
throughout the semester elevates stress on the student.
 The way Power Teacher is set up, you have to have the same set of "settings" for the
whole semester. So how you set it up determines the semester. Therefore the
grade is an average of semester. The grade should be present level of
understanding, but I'm not sure if that would change the grade in my class
because the set curriculum changes topics so often there no time to grow into
deeper understanding (this is not ideal).
 Success is measured by sustained effort over time not simple performance in one
year end assessment.
 All students have the same tests/assignments so the points or % determine the grade.
 Grades should reflect how well a student has mastered or understands the content.
Since a final grade covers a variety of topic, it reflects the average of their
understanding over a variety of information. Students/parents can look at their
individual tests/quiz grades to determine their weaknesses and strengths.
 While a student's level of understanding at end of semester is very important, part
of the grade and learning process is assessing "how" a student reached the
understanding.
 This is how the world works. Baseball games in April count as much as games in
September. Helps all to see growth (or lack of growth).
 Participation and demonstration is more important to work ethic and future success
than just passing one test. The student who thinks he is "above" the work because
he thinks he has mastered it is not getting the full educational experience of
working with peers and practicing for excellence.
 All learning should lead to a final result - they learn over the semester and then
show everything they've learned at the end.
 What they have achieved represents understanding more consistently.
 I think within a unit, the grade could be represented by the final test and present
level of understanding, but because a final grade has so many different units – it
needs to be averaged.
 Summative assessments occur throughout semester, not just at the end.
 Accomplishments usually = understanding
 We would grade them on what they know.
 To understand students’ present level of understanding would involve a major
overhaul in middle school.
 I think it is important to grade effort and not just what the student understands at
the end of the marking period.

N

%

1
1

3.0
3.0

1

3.0

1

3.0

1
1

3.0
3.0

1

3.0

1

3.0

1

3.0

1

3.0

1
1

3.0
3.0

1
1
1
1

3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0

1

3.0

Philosophy B – A student’s final grade represents his/her present level of understanding over the course
of a semester.
 I believe that response "B" is more appropriate. By allowing "A" more students have
1
3.0
accountability for their learning.
 Skills are accumulative and progressive. If a student can achieve mastery by end of
1
3.0
quarter/semester - then I'll use that as an indicator.
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Table 21 (continued)
Grading Philosophies in Determining a Semester Grade (Open-Ended Responses; n = 33)
Philosophy B cont. – A student’s final grade represents his/her present level of understanding over the course
of a semester.
 Skills are accumulative and progressive. If a student can achieve mastery by end of
1
3.0
quarter/semester - then I'll use that as an indicator.
 I do look at improvement and current level of understanding and I take these into
1
3.0
consideration when I give a final grade.
 If a student has mastered what they needed to over a semester, and that mastery
1
3.0
was not evident until the end, then yes grade on present level of performance.
Philosophy A and B should be taken into account.
 I feel the two are "mixed together." If students work to accomplish homework, projects
etc. they should be graded on that, but the grade should also give a "real" picture of
where they are academically.
 I go on a student to student basis. If I have a student who really begins trying I grade
on their current effort. But 90% of the time, I follow A.
 While I like the idea of keeping track of current level of performance, I find that I can
under-value ongoing experiences
Note: Not all respondents provided open-ended comments for this question

2

6.0

1

3.0

1

3.0

In investigating teacher communication practices, question 21 asked teachers how
often they communicate with their students in the following areas (see Table 22, as ranked
from the highest to the lowest mean). The highest ranked item was “Provide substantive
oral feedback to students” (M = 4.92), followed closely by “Utilize online district technology
to share assessment grades with students” (M = 4.68). “Provide substantive written
feedback to students” was the lowest ranked item (M = 3.48).
Survey item 22 took a closer look at teacher communication with families (see Table
23, as ranked from the highest to the lowest mean). Communications by electronic means
was the most frequent, with “Provide a class website, listserv, or blog information sharing
when assessments will occur” (M = 4.50), followed by “Provide outcomes of summative
classroom assignments” (M = 3.33). “Share how classroom assessments are being used in
your classroom” was the lowest ranked item (M = 2.49).
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Table 22
Teacher Communication with Students
Question

1
Never or
almost
never
n (%)

2
A few
times a
year
n (%)

3
About
once a
month (%)

4
About
once
every two
weeks
n (%)
21 (23.6)

5
About
once a
week
n (%)

6
Multiple
times
each
week
n (%)
38 (42.7)

Mean

-Provide substantive oral
2 (2.2)
4 (4.5)
2 (2.2)
21 (23.6)
4.92
feedback to students
-Utilize online district
6 (6.7)
8 (9.0)
5 (5.6)
8 (9.0)
21 (23.6)
38 (42.7)
4.68
technology to share
assessment grades
with students
-Provide substantive
9 (10.1)
13 (14.6)
18 (20.2)
25 (28.1)
21 (23.6)
2 (2.2)
3.48
written feedback to
Students
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Never or almost never (1), A few times a year (2),
About once a month (3), About once every two weeks (4), About once a week (5), Multiple times each week (6).

Table 23
Teacher Communication with Parent/Guardian
Question

1
Never or
almost
never
n (%)

2
A few
times a
year
n (%)

3
About
once a
month
(%)

4
About
once
every two
weeks
n (%)
5 (5.6)

5
About
once a
week
n (%)

6
Multiple
times
each
week
n (%)
28 (31.5)

Mean

* Provide a class
11 (12.4)
4 (4.5)
5 (5.6)
34 (38.2)
4.50
website, listserv,
or blog sharing
when assessments
will occur
* Provide outcomes
10 (11.2)
24 (27)
14 (15.7)
16 (18)
12 (13.5)
11 (12.4)
3.33
of summative
assessments
* Provide email
13 (14.6)
37 (41.6)
16 (17.9)
11 (12.4)
10 (11.2)
1 (1.1)
2.65
communication
on assessments
* Provide outcomes
27 (30.3)
25 (28.1)
11 (12.4)
10 (11.2)
11 (12.4)
2 (2.2)
2.52
of formative
assessments
* Share how classroom 15 (16.9)
45 (50.6)
6 (6.7)
9 (10.1)
11 (12.4)
0 (0.0)
2.49
assessments are
used in class
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Never or almost never (1), A few times a year (2),
About once a month (3), About once every two weeks (4), About once a week (5), Multiple times each week (6).
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The final communication question asked teachers to self-assess how often they
communicate with colleagues regarding assessment areas (see Table 24, as ranked from
the highest to the lowest mean). The most frequent conversations with colleagues
involved “Discuss student achievement” (M = 3.77), followed by “Review results from a
common assessment” (M = 2.84). “Developing formative assessments with colleagues”
was the lowest ranked item (M = 2.61).
Table 24
Teacher Communication with Colleagues
Question

1
Never or
almost
never
n (%)

2
A few
times a
year
n (%)

3
About
once a
month
(%)

4
About
once
every two
weeks
n (%)
19 (21.3)

5
About
once a
week
n (%)

6
Multiple
times
each
week
n (%)
16 (18.0)

Mean

* Discuss student
7 (7.9)
14 (15.7) 17 (19.1)
14 (15.7)
3.77
assessment
* Review results from a 16 (18.0) 29 (32.6) 14 15.7)
15 (16.9)
7 (7.9)
6 (6.7)
2.84
common assessment
* Develop summative
16 (18.0) 34 (38.2) 17 (19.1)
12 (13.5)
3 (3.4)
5 (5.6)
2.62
assessments with
colleagues
* Develop formative
19 (21.3) 33 (37.1) 14 (15.7)
11 (12.4)
4 (4.5)
6 (6.7)
2.61
assessments with
colleagues
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Never or almost never (1), A few times a year (2),
About once a month (3), About once every two weeks (4), About once a week (5), Multiple times each week (6).

The final Standard for Teacher Competence, Standard 7: Teachers should be skilled
in recognizing unethical, illegal, and otherwise inappropriate assessment methods and uses
of assessment information was addressed by question 24 in the A.L.I.C.E. survey
instrument. Within this item, teachers were asked to use a 6-point Likert scale to
determine whether a given assessment practice was a (1) Poor Assessment Practice to (6)
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Highly Recommended Assessment Practice areas (see Table 25, as ranked from the highest
to the lowest mean).
“Allowing a student to re-test” (M = 3.99) followed by “Weight homework to
determine final grade” (M = 3.84) were the highest ranked items. “Considering a
student’s home life” (M = 2.88), “Have students grade each other’s work in class” (M =
2.38) and “Lower a student’s report card grade for a student’s poor behavior” (M = 1.60)
had the lowest means and were deemed to be the poorest assessment practices.
Table 25
Teacher Ranking of Ethical Assessment Practices
Question

1
Poor
Assessment
Practice
n (%)
5 (5.6)

* Allowing a student
to re-test
* Weight homework
to determine
final grade
*Consider student
ability levels
when determining
grades
* Give students an
A” for mastering
Standards with
homework missing
* Consider student
effort when grading
* Lower a student’s
grade for late work
* Grade essay tests
while knowing
identities of the
students
* Discuss student
progress with a
colleague who
does not have
this student

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

5 (5.6)

22 (24.7)

25 (28.1)

6
Highly
Recommended
Assessment
Practice n (%)
18 (20.2)
14 (15.7)

Mean

9 (10.1)

7 (7.9)

15 (16.9)

22 (24.7)

26 (31.5)

7 (7.9)

3.84

2 (2.2)

14 (15.7)

31 (34.8)

23 (25.8)

15 (16.9)

4 (4.5)

3.52

6 (6.7)

17 (19.1)

27 (30.3)

16 (18.0)

12 (13.5)

8 (9.0)

3.41

11 (12.4)

11 (12.4)

23 (25.8)

22 (24.7)

18 (20.2)

4 (4.5)

3.41

10 (11.2)

17 (19.1)

24 (27)

13 (14.6)

16 (18.0)

9 (10.1)

3.39

11 (12.4)

22 (24.7)

21 (23.6)

8 (9.0)

18 (20.2)

7 (7.9)

3.24

23 (25.8)

14 (15.7)

22 (24.7)

13 (14.6)

12 (13.5)

5 (5.6)

2.91

3.99
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Table 25 (continued)
Teacher Ranking of Ethical Assessment Practices
Question

1
Poor
Assessment
Practice
n (%)

2
n (%)

3
n (%)

4
n (%)

5
n (%)

6
Highly
Recommended
Assessment
Practice n (%)

Mean

* Consider a
13 (14.6)
24 (27)
24 (27)
18 (20.2)
9 (10.1)
1 (1.1)
2.88
student’s home
life when grading
* Have students
35 (39.3)
15 (16.9)
16 (18.0)
16 (18.0)
7 (7.9)
0 (0.0)
2.38
grade each
other’s work
* Lower a report
57 (64.0)
16 (18.0)
11 (12.4)
1 (1.1)
3 (3.4)
0 (0.0)
1.60
card grade
for a student’s
poor behavior
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert Scale = Poor Assessment Practice (1), to Highly Recommended
Assessment Practice (6).

Research Question 3
Research question 3 examined what relationships exist between teachers’
reported: a) levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment knowledge; b)
levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment practices in the classroom; c)
levels of teacher training and their perceived assessment communication practices; d)
levels of perceived assessment knowledge with perceived assessment practices in the
classroom; and e) levels of perceived assessment knowledge with perceived assessment
communication practices.
To address this research question, survey questions were collapsed to form four
new variables. The first variable, “Teacher Training” was created by collapsing items
from A.L.I.C.E questions 5 and 6, to become the total hours of internal and external
professional development as a continuous variable. The second variable, “Assessment
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Knowledge,” was created by collapsing A.L.I.C.E. items 11, 15, 16 (α = .85). The third
variable, “Assessment Practice,” was created by collapsing A.L.I.C.E. items 10, 12, 13, 14,
17 and 20 (α = .84). The final new variable, “Assessment Communication,” was created
by collapsing items 21, 22 and 23 (α = .79).
For the last two of these new variables, Chronbach’s alpha was used to measure
the internal consistency of the items being combined to create these new variables.
Values for Chronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient normally range from 0 to 1, and
higher scores indicate the variable is more reliable. According to Gall, Gall, and Borg
(2003), an acceptable reliability coefficient is above 0.7.
Each of the new variables created for the regression analysis fell above α ≥ .79
(see Table 26). Since all alphas for the new collapsed variables were above the required
.7, which establishes the reliability and internal consistency of the new variables, it was
possible to use such variables within a multiple regression analysis.
Table 26
Chronbach’s Alpha: Reliability Results for New Variables
New variables created and
A.L.I.C.E. Questions
Collapsed
Valid N (%) Chronbach’s
used in regression analysis
Sub-items
Alpha
Assessment Knowledge
11, 15, 16
26
87 (97.7%)
.85
Assessment Practice
10, 12, 13, 14, 17
43
88 (98.8%)
.84
Assessment Communication
21, 22, 23
13
88 (98.8%)
.79
Note: Chronbach’s Alpha requires a value for all questions. If a value was missing, the mean was included.

In order to determine what relationship exists between levels of teacher training
and teachers’ perceived assessment knowledge (research question 3a), a multiple
regression was performed. For the first model in each of the regressions, the continuous
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variables (years of teaching experience) and dummy variables for subject (science/math
= 1 or subject other = 0 and English/social studies = 1 or subject other = 0); gender
(male = 1, female = 0); and school site (site 1 = 1 or site 3 = 0, and site 2 = 1 and site 3 =
0). In the second model, the independent variable teacher training was included.
Scatterplots were created and via analysis of these, assumptions of independence,
homoscedasticity, normality, and linearity were met (Shavelson, 1996). The sample size
was large enough to assume normal distribution.
I began by referencing the ANOVA results produced from SPSS. Based on the
results for the overall test of the model, neither Model 1 or 2 were statistically
significant (F=2.01, p=0.074 and F=1.77, p=.106). In essence, neither model explains a
significant percent of the variability in assessment knowledge (see Table 27).
Table 27
ANOVA: Effect of Teacher Training on Assessment Knowledge
Model
1
2

SS
3290.62
3406.71

Df
6
7

Mean Square
548.44
486.67

F
2.01
1.77

Sig.
.074
.106

Note: p > .05 and therefore this model is not significant.

For all regression analyses, effect size (R2) adjusted, as well as the
unstandardized B and the standardized β, should be reported (Rosenthal, 1994). Table
28 displays the regression analysis results. While some of the coefficient items appear
significant, these results are not enough to make these overall models significant.
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Table 28
Regression Analysis: Impact of Teacher Training on Teacher’s Perceived Assessment
Knowledge
Model 1
Variable
B
SE B
β
Sig.
B
Years of Experience
0.20
0.21
.11
.341
.22
Science / Math
4.27
4.63
.12
.359
4.28
English / Social Studies
13.97
4.55
.40
.003*
14.51
Site_1
-4.32
4.52
-.12
.342
-4.04
Site_2
-4.84
4.53
-.13
.288
-4.50
Gender
-1.94
3.83
-.055
.615
-1.52
Teacher Training
.05
2
R
.13
Adjusted R Square
.07
Note: *p < .05; however, this result cannot make whole model significant.

Model 2
SE B
.22
4.65
4.64
4.56
4.58
3.90
.08
.14
.06

ββ
.11
.12
.41
-.11
-.12
-.04
.07

Sig.
.305
.360
.003*
.378
.329
.698
.518

To further explore the relationships, four additional multiple regressions were
completed to develop a closer understanding of the phenomena. For research question
3b, a multiple regression was performed utilizing assessment practices as the criterion
and teacher training as the predictor variable in order to determine if assessment
practices could be predicted as a function of teacher training. For the first model in each
of the regressions, the covariate variables in dummy form (years of teaching experience,
subject area, gender, and a teacher’s building) were entered. In the second model, the
independent variable teacher training was included.
I began examining the relationships by looking at the ANOVA results (see Table
29), and both models appear significant with p < .05. The results for Model 2 show
teacher training statistically significantly predicts assessment practice, and the null
hypothesis is rejected.
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Table 29
ANOVA: Effect of Teacher Training on Perceived Assessment Practice
Model
SS
Df
Mean Square
1
10759.75
6
1793.29
2
12257.98
7
1751.141
Note: p < .05 and therefore this Model is significant.

F
4.68
4.75

Sig.
.000*
.000*

I then referenced the coefficients table to examine the contribution of each

variable (see Table 30). In Model 1, these variables accounted for 21% of the variability,
as indexed by the adjusted R2 statistic. In Model 2, adding in the teacher training
variable revealed these variables now account for 24% of the variability. The p-value of
teacher training is .047 and is significant. Within Model 2: Site 2 (p=.008), Gender (p
=.003) and teacher training (p=.047), were statistically significant.
Overall, the results reveal that 24% of the variability in assessment practices can
be accounted for by these factors. For the coefficients that are positive; they have a
positive effect or add to the teacher’s perceived assessment practices. For instance,
while controlling other variables as constant, if hours of teacher teaching training
increases by one unit, on average there is a -.20 unit decrease in their perceived
assessment practices. Holding all else constant, on average male teachers’ perceptions
of assessment practices is 13.99 points lower than that of females, and Site 2 teachers’
perceptions of assessment practices are 14.47 units lower than that of teachers in Site 3
(see Table 30).
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Table 30
Regression Analysis: Impact of Teacher Training and Perceived Assessment Practices
Variable
Years of Experience
Science / Math
English / Social Studies
Site_1
Site_2
Gender
Teacher Training
2
R
Adjusted R Square
Note: *p < .05

B
-.25
7.03
11.76
.65
-13.22
-12.49

Model 1
SE B
β
0.25
-.10
5.48
.15
5.39
.26
5.35
.01
5.36
-.28
4.53
-.27
.27
.21

Sig.
.330
.203
.032*
.904
.016*
.007*

B
-.31
6.98
9.84
-.36
-14.47
-13.99
-.20

SE B
7.19
.25
5.38
5.37
5.27
5.30
4.51
.30
.24

Model 2
β
-.13
.15
.22
.01
-.31
-.31
-20

Sig.
.214
.198
.071
.946
.008*
.003*
.047*

Next, in order to examine whether levels of teacher training could predict a
teacher’s perceived assessment communication practices (research question 3c),
another multiple regression model was run and the ANOVA results (Table 31), and both
models appear significant with p<.05. The results for Model 2 show teacher training
significantly predicts assessment communication, and the null hypothesis is rejected.
I began by referencing the ANOVA results produced from SPSS. With each of the
models showing significance at the p < .05 level, I then looked at the coefficients table
to determine how many of the predictor variables might be significant. Based on the
results for the overall test of the model, both Model 1 (F=3.94, p=.002) and Model 2
(F=3.473, p=.003) were significant. In essence both models might explain a significant
percent of the variability in assessment communication practices.
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Table 31
ANOVA: Effect of Perceived Teacher Training on Assessment Communication Practices
Model
SS
Df
Mean Square
1
1752.186
6
292.031
2
1807.136
7
258.162
Note: p < .05 and therefore this model is significant.

F
3.941
3.473

Sig.
.002*
.003*

I then referenced the coefficients table to examine the contribution of each
variable (see Table 32). In Model 1, these variables accounted for 17% of the variability,
as indexed by the adjusted R2 statistic. In Model 2, adding in the teacher training
variable revealed these variables now account for 17% of the variability, as indexed by
the adjusted R2 statistic. The p-value of teacher training is .393 (p>.05) is not significant.
While the covariate variables “science/math” and “English/social studies” appear
significant, they do not make the overall model significant.
Table 32
Regression Analysis: Impact of Perceived Teacher Training and Their Perceived
Assessment Communication Practices.
Variable
Years of Experience
Science / Math
English / Social Studies
Site_1
Site_2
Gender
Teacher Training
2
R
Adjusted R Square
Note: *p < .05

B
-.18
9.06
6.24
-1.86
-2.71
-2.84

Model 1
SE B
β
0.11
-.17
2.41
.46
2.37
.32
2.35
-.09
2.36
-.14
2.00
-.15
.23
.17

Sig.
.103
.000*
.010*
.432
.253
.159

B
-.17
9.08
6.61
-1.67
-2.48
-2.55
.038

Model 2
SE B
0.11
2.42
2.41
2.37
2.38
2.03
.044
.24
.17

β
-.16
.46
.34
-.08
-.12
-.13
.091

Sig.
.133
.000*
.008*
.484
.301
.212
.393

Next, to address research question 3d, a multiple regression was performed
utilizing teacher’s perceived assessment knowledge as the predictor of assessment
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practices. In examining the ANOVA results (Table 33), both models appear significant with
p<.05. The results for Model 2 show assessment knowledge statistically significantly
predicts perceived assessment practices, and the null hypothesis is rejected.
Table 33
ANOVA: Effect of Perceived Assessment Knowledge on Assessment Practice
Model
1
2

SS
10758.752
17407.288

Df
6
7

Mean Square
1793.292
2486.755

F
4.684
8.248

Sig.
.000*
.000*

Note: p < .05 and therefore both models are significant.

I then referenced the coefficients table to examine the contribution of each
variable (see Table 34). In Model 1, these variables accounted for 21% of the variability,
as indexed by the adjusted R2 statistic. In Model 2, adding in the assessment knowledge
variable revealed these variables now account for 38% of the variability. The p-value of
assessment knowledge is .000 and is highly significant. Within Model 2: Site 2 (p=.031)
and Gender (p=.006) were statistically significant.
Overall, the results reveal that 38% of the variability in assessment practices can be
accounted for by these factors. For coefficients that are positive; they have a positive
effect or add to the teacher’s perceived assessment practices. For instance, while
controlling other variables as constant, if assessment knowledge increases by one unit,
on average there is a .56 unit increase in their perceived assessment practices. Holding
all else constant, on average male perceptions of assessment practices is 11.41 points
lower than that of females, and Site 2 teachers’ perceptions of assessment practices are
10.51 units lower than that of teachers at Site 3.
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Table 34
Regression Analysis: Impact of Perceived Assessment Knowledge with Perceived
Assessment Practices in the Classroom
Model 1
Model 2
Variable
B
SE B
β
Sig.
B
SE B
β
Years of Experience
-.25
0.25
.10
.330
-0.36
0.23
-.14
Science / Math
7.03
5.48
.15
.203
4.65
4.89
-.10
English / Social Studies
11.76
5.39
.26
.032*
3.96
5.07
.09
Site_1
6.47
5.35
.01
.904
3.06
4.78
.07
Site_2
-13.22
5.36
-.28
.016*
-10.51
4.80
-.23
Gender
-12.49
4.54
-.28
.007*
-11.41
4.03
-.25
Assessment Knowledge
0.56
.119
.44
2
R
.27
.429
Adjusted R Square
.21
.377
Note: *p < .05; ^ no longer significant in Model 2 when assessment knowledge added.

Sig.
.113
.345
.437^
.524
.031*
.006*
.000*

The final regression run for my study focused on the relationship between levels of
perceived assessment knowledge and a teacher’s perceived assessment communication
practice. In examining the ANOVA results (See Table 35), both Model 1 and Model 2
appear statistically significant with p < .05. The results for Model 2 show assessment
knowledge statistically significantly predicts assessment communication practices and
the null hypothesis is rejected.
Table 35
ANOVA: Effect of Perceived Assessment Knowledge on Assessment Communication
Practice
Model
1
2

SS
1752.186
2477.080

Df
6
7

Mean Square
292.031
353.869

F
3.941
5.391

Sig.
.002*
.000*

Note: p < .05 and therefore both models are significant.

I then referenced the coefficients table to examine the contribution of each
variable (see Table 36). In Model 1, these variables accounted for 17% of the variability,
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as indexed by the adjusted R2 statistic. In Model 2, adding in the assessment knowledge
variable revealed these variables now account for 27% of the variability. The p-value of
assessment knowledge is .001 and is significant. Within Model 2: years of experience
(p=.039) and science/math (p=.001) were also statistically significant.
Overall, the results reveal that 27% of the variability in assessment communication
can be accounted for by these factors. For the coefficients that are positive; they have a
positive effect or add to the teacher’s perceived assessment communication practices.
For instance, while controlling other variables as constant, if assessment knowledge
increases by one unit, on average there is a .18 unit increase in the teacher’s assessment
communication practices (see Table 36).
Table 36
Regression Analysis: Impact of the Levels of Perceived Assessment Knowledge with
Perceived Assessment Communication Practices in the Classroom
Model 1
Model 2
Variable
B
SE B
β
Sig.
B
SE B
Years of Experience
-0.18
0.11
-.17
.103
-0.22
.105
Science / Math
9.07
2.41
.46
.000*
8.28
2.28
English / Social Studies
6.24
2.37
.32
.010*
3.66
2.36
Site_1
-1.86
2.35
-.09
.432
-1.06
2.23
Site_2
-2.72
2.36
-.14
.253
-1.82
2.24
Gender
-2.84
2.00
-.15
.159
-2.48
1.88
Assessment Knowledge
.184
.056
2
R
.23
.33
Adjusted R Square
.17
.27
Note: *p < .05, ^ no longer significant in Model 2 when assessment knowledge added.

β
-.21
.42
.19
-.05
-.09
-.13
.33

Sig.
.039*
.001*
.125^
.635
.418
.191
.001*

Holding all else constant, on average as teachers’ years of experience increase by
one unit, on average there is a -.22 unit decrease in their perceived assessment
communication practices, and on average science and math teachers’ perceived
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assessment knowledge is 8.28 units higher than that of teachers who teach elective
subjects.
Chapter IV Summary
Chapter IV offered an analysis of results obtained through the administrator
interviews, district artifacts, and administration of A.L.I.C.E. to middle level teachers.
What follows in Chapter V is a description and discussion of the key findings from this
study. Chapter V will also draw comparisons to the literature while also offering
recommendations for professional development, higher education, and researchers.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the current assessment practices of
middle level teachers in a suburban district in the Midwest. Specifically, the aim of this
research study sought to fill a relative void in the literature by building an understanding
of middle level teachers’ current assessment practices by examining the alignment
between teachers’ perceived assessment practices and the Standards for Teacher
Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (1990). This study creates a
ground level picture of the assessment context by investigating teacher’s self-reported
understanding and use of assessment knowledge, assessment practices, and assessment
communication strategies. Finally, this study examined potential relationships among
teachers’ level of training, perceived assessment knowledge, assessment practices, and
assessment communication practices.
Much of the research prior to this study described assessment issues associated
with elementary or secondary classrooms, but middle level-focused studies, especially
those on the assessment practices of teachers, are a largely unexplored area within the
field. This case study attempts to reach beyond the present research to describe the
assessment perceptions of middle level teachers regarding their own daily practices.
According to Stiggins and Chappuis (2004), skillful assessment is “Used with skill, can
motivate the unmotivated, restore the desire to learn, and encourage students to keep
learning, and it can actually create – not simply measure – increased achievement” (p. 3).
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Summary of Major Results
Previous research describes the importance of assessments, the critical role of a
high quality teacher in the context of constructing and integrating assessments, and the
trend toward greater accountability (e.g., McMillan, Myran, & Workman, 2002);
however, the research has been relatively devoid of research studies describing the
frequency with which teachers utilize various assessments and their subsequent
perceptions of assessment (Bol, Stephenson, & Nunnery, 1998). This study was
successful in that it resulted in a picture of teachers’ self-reported assessment practices.
Specifically, my research project sought to develop a deeper understanding of middle
level assessment context and whether or not relationships exist between teacher
training, assessment practices, assessment knowledge and assessment communication
practices.
It is important to note that this research study is limited by two key factors: it is
a case study and it is bound by the middle level teachers in the district from which it was
collected. The case study draws from the experiences of 94 middle school teachers from
three separate middle schools, a convenience sample that allowed me access to survey
these teachers. This sampling group was practical for the purpose of a dissertation
because three principals allowed me full access to all teachers at a staff meeting, and I
also had access for interviews with the three principals and three district office
administrators.
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This chapter begins by describing the context for assessment and the extent to
which this district has been able to implement a local balanced assessment program.
Next it examines the teachers’ perceptions of assessment knowledge and their
assessment practices by highlighting the everyday assessment practices of these
teachers in relationship to the national standards for assessment literacy. It then
summarizes what was learned through regression analysis, whereby this study sought to
investigate what potential relationships might exist between teacher training, perceived
assessment knowledge, assessment practices, and assessment communication
practices. It then shares my findings in relationship to other studies. Chapter V
concludes by presenting final recommendations.
Establishing a Local Balanced Assessment Program
Interviews with six district administrators identified the assessment context of
this suburban district and to what extent they have established a local balanced
assessment program. After analyzing artifacts from online sources, documents
produced by the district professional development office, and transcripts of interviews
with the six administrators, some themes have emerged that build an understanding of
this district’s middle level assessment context.
Growing district. My study suggests through online artifacts that this district has
evolved over the past 50 years from one-room schools houses dotting this Midwest
city’s farming country to a suburban district encircling an urban area considered to be
one of the nation’s top 100 most populated cities. As of the 2010 Census, the
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population of the adjacent city was 188,040 and the greater metropolitan area contains
a population of 1,005,648. As a result, the district in the study has witnessed
considerable growth with a central office currently overseeing 19 individual schools,
including three middle schools each feeding into one of the district’s three high schools.
Underlying district philosophies. Conversations with the building level and
district administrators suggest that among staff there is a common understanding of the
District Vision, Mission, and Guiding Principles. These principles form the foundation in
all communications, policies, and practices throughout the district. The district’s Guiding
Principles, which are highlighted in Chapter 4, provide the foundation on which teachers
and administrators can hold open conversations around assessment: at the core of the
Guiding Principles, teachers work in a system based on caring and trust focused on
student achievement. As Williams (2012) suggests as he speaks about school
improvement, “Culture eats structure for lunch.” Each of the three middle schools in
the study appear (from the viewpoint of school and district leaders) to benefit from
collegial and professional relationships both internally and in partnership with central
office.
Central office provides critical supports. The central office administrators
interviewed appear to be a resource for each of the middle schools. Central to a
balanced assessment system, Central Office administrators and support staff provide
necessities such as funding, time, key resources provided for assessment development
(see Table 5, Chapter IV). Administrators note that school improvement efforts at the
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building level are aligned to district level school improvement goals. The voice of the
teacher is valued in all levels of conversation with teachers involved in curriculum,
alignment, and assessment development. In regards to assessment results, a key
individual in the district office creates detailed data reports to support building level
school improvement initiatives. Finally each of the administrators interviewed suggested
the existence of a shared emphasis on the expectation for success for all learners.
Areas that Central Office administrators indicated may not yet be in alignment
with a local balanced assessment system include: (a) assessment intended to maximize
student success and not merely to rank students, (b) agreement among teaching staff
regarding achievement expectations, (c) implementation of assessments aligned with
state and district standards, and (d) a district assessment policy that shares best practice
administration and usage (see Table 5, Chapter IV).
District level professional development. The district office has presented a
number of key individuals as resources for the middle level including: Thomas Guskey,
Ken O’Conner, William Schmidt, and most recently Robert Marzano by means of the
Marzano Instructional Framework (which was launched in Summer 2013). While
district systems are beginning to align, the classroom level data gathered in research
question 2, however, suggests there are still philosophical differences among middle
level colleagues (see also Tables 16, 17).
The district is beginning to align structures to deepen professional development
and the teacher’s ability to engage in conversations about pedagogy and assessment.
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These structures include the Principal Professional Learning Community, Building Level
Student Success Teams, and Department meetings organized as professional learning
communities. Yet there are still implementation issues as evidenced by the district’s
attempt to adopt Ken O’Conner’s “15 Fixes” professional development model, whereby
each of the three middle schools responded differently from attempted adoption to full
abandonment (see Research Question 1 of Chapter IV). The challenge appears to be
not only in providing the professional development based on adult learning needs and
research-based best practice, but also in targeting this learning for real-life middle level
scenarios.
Assessment calendar development. As of February 2014, a formal grades 7-8
assessment calendar exists in draft form, whereas it was only in the planning stages
when my data was collected. While a portion of this calendar now exists, as
Administrator 6 indicated, “It’ll be critical to also have a plan indicating how the
principals and more importantly, the teachers, become aware.” Additionally,
Administrator 5 shared that due to the deeply philosophical nature of assessment, as
evidenced by the self-reported differences among teachers, the creation of a district
calendar must come after teachers agree upon a shared vision. According to the
administrator interviews, the current uses for student assessments include: (a) to
provide grades, (b) to inform instruction, (c) to monitor for students who are not
achieving at grade level; and (d) to subsequently identify ways to ensure the student’s
success. At present, however, there is not a common assessment calendar that maps
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out the assessment to be given, timeline for administrator, and ways in which the
results will be utilized. Administrator 4 shared, “We’re also not aligned as to what we
would all agree upon as evidence that would demonstrate mastery for us.”
Hiring practices. At present there is no formal examination of a candidate’s
background in assessment through undergraduate or graduate training, or his/her
personal beliefs around assessment. Each administrator recognized the importance of
including interview questions about strategies for implementing assessments, and one
suggested including assessment scenarios.
Greatest challenges facing middle level educators. Three common themes
emerged from the administrator interviews and they included the need for greater
assessment knowledge regarding data analysis, more time for collaboration, and making
assessment relevant for the middle level learner. In regards to data analysis, teachers in
the district feel most comfortable analyzing data in a team setting; having data analysis
modeled for them by department chairs, district learning coaches, or by working directly
with their administrator. Daily class schedules often make it difficult for teachers to have
time to collaborate and learn. There is also a strong history in the district that
assessments inform parents of their student’s progress and the job of the teacher is to
assign grades in a way that sorts their students along some achievement curve. Finally,
equally challenging for the middle level teacher from an administrator’s perspective is
the ability to ensure that students are regularly exposed to texts that will scaffold their
literacy, and to adapt assessments to an ever-changing climate of changing standards
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and proficiency expectations. In keeping assessments relevant, the middle level
educator must find assessments that fit with teen interests, contain multiple steps, and
recognize the social and emotional developmental needs of the students.
Classroom Assessment Literacy. This research examined teacher perceptions of
assessment knowledge and practice, particularly the everyday assessment practices of
these teachers in relationship to national standards for assessment literacy. As
suggested by Ken O’Connor (2007) in A Repair Kit for Grading: 15 Fixes for Broken
Grades, student achievement has to be more than doing work or accumulating points.
When a student receives points for assignments and teachers grade by only totaling
them up, “the message is clear: success is determined by the quantity of points earned,
not the quality of the learning taking place” (p. 5).
Therefore, the second research question sought to understand the assessment
literacy practices of teachers by examining perceptions about their own practices and
knowledge. This research provides some evidence of what Bol, Stephenson, and
Nunnery (1998) described as a relative void in research on the frequency with which
teachers use various assessment methods. Data gathered through my study provides a
glimpse into middle level teachers’ classroom assessment, classroom practices and
communications. This section is organized by Standards for Teacher Competency in the
Educational Assessment of Students (1990) and moves through the data strand by
strand.
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Standard 1: Teachers should be skilled in choosing assessment methods
appropriate for instructional decisions. In looking at the teachers’ current level of
understanding of assessment concepts (see Table 7 , Chapter IV), there are a number of
items that averaged between 2 and 4.5 on a 6 point Likert scale (with “1” indicating no
real understanding and “6” showing a highly proficient understanding). Teachers
reported their most frequent in-class assessments to be the use of oral response
(M=5.07) and graded homework (M=4.50). The most infrequent practices included norm
referenced tests (M=1.44) and the use of portfolios (M=1.54). In understanding
assessment, teachers ranked themselves higher with practical tasks found in classrooms,
such as grading performance assessment rubrics (M=4.44) and using percentile ranks
(M=4.36). When teachers were confronted with some of the basic terms of assessment
such dispersion (M=2.32) or measures of tendency (M=2.71), these items fell within a
lower mean. These findings indicate that these teachers feel comfortable with
traditional testing methods, but feel less fluent in their knowledge of basic statistics and
the ability to analyze their classroom assessments on a deeper level.
Based on the teachers’ reported usage, the highest frequency of assessment
strategies [see Table 6] included traditional formative assessment measures; oral
response, homework, and teacher observations ranked amongst the highest mean
items, while essays, criterion referenced tests, district assessments, online assessments,
portfolios, and norm referenced tests were amongst the lowest mean items. With
teachers eager to understand how their students are performing, the careful selection
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of the right assessment tool will be critical. In addition, teachers should work to
understand the statistical concepts underlying and inherent to each assessment.
Table 37 summarizes the key findings in terms of the highest and lowest rated
teacher self-reported items for Standard 1.
Table 37
Standard 1: Highest and Lowest Ranked Items
Assessment
Standard
Standard 1: Teachers
should be skilled in
choosing assessment
methods appropriate for
instructional decisions.

Highest Rated Items (Mean)
Frequency of Assessment Strategies
* Oral Response (5.07)
* Graded Homework (4.50)

Lowest Rated Items (Mean)
Frequency of Assessment Strategies
* Norm Referenced Tests (1.44)
* Portfolios (1.54)

Proficiency in Understanding Assessments
Proficiency in Understanding Assessments
* Performance Assessment Rubrics (4.44)
* Dispersion (2.32)
* Percentile Ranks (4.36)
* Measures of Central Tendency (2.71)
Note: 6 point Likert scale ranging from “1” – Never, or almost never to “6” – Multiple times each week.

Standard 2: Teachers should be skilled in developing assessment methods
appropriate for instructional decisions. In examining the data surrounding teachers’
relative understanding of assessment development (See Table 8, Chapter IV), the
highest ranked areas were graded homework (M=5.02) and modify an assessment
borrowing from a colleague or your department (M=4.97). The assessment types for
which teachers reported their lowest understanding included portfolios (M=2.99) and
rating scale(s) peer or self-assessment (M=3.37), using a Likert scale with “1” indicating
no real understanding and “6” showing a highly proficient understanding.
Teachers must now be skillful in the development of a wide-variety of
assessments so that they can comfortably match their unit goals to an assessment that
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captures the student’s understanding. Teacher responses from this study highlight a
stronger understanding around traditional assessment formats such as homework,
paper-and-pencil tests, and projects. Measurement courses at the undergraduate level
or within a district should focus more on the actual needs of teachers at the middle level
in order to adequately build teacher understanding around a wider range of assessment
strategies.
Table 38 summarizes the key findings in terms of the highest and lowest rated
teacher self-reported items for the Standard 2.
Table 38
Standard 2: Highest and Lowest Ranked Items
Assessment
Highest Rated Items (Mean)
Lowest Rated Items (Mean)
Standard
Standard 2: Teachers
Proficiency in Developing Assessments
Proficiency in Developing Assessments
should be skilled in
* Graded Homework (5.02)
* Portfolios (2.99)
developing assessment
* Modify an assignment(s) borrowed
* Rating scale(s) (peer or self-assessment)
method appropriate for
from a colleague or your department
(3.37)
instructional decisions.
(4.97)
Note: 6 point Likert scale ranging from “1” – No real understanding to “6” – Highly proficient understanding.

Standard 3: The teacher should be skilled in administering, scoring and
interpreting the results of both externally-produced and teacher-produced assessment
methods. The data revealed that the teachers face a number of underlying
considerations when assigning grades (see Table 10, Chapter IV). In interpreting test
scores, the highest rated area included percentage or overall number of items correct
(M=5.34), followed by difficulty of the assessment (M=4.16). The lowest mean ranked
items included: a student’s socioeconomic background (M=2.29) and a student’s
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language background (M=3.29), using a Likert scale with “1” indicating not at all
considered and “6” showing considered to a very large extent.
While the focus in assigning a grade rests on the percentage of items answered
correctly, each of the highly rated additional factors could sway a student’s grade
considerably. Teacher responses here revealed a high level of concern and
consideration for the underlying factors, but how these factors influence final grades
remains uncertain. Teachers should therefore have detailed discussions as to how
assessments are scored, special considerations to implement, and what proficiency for a
given unit of study at the grade level would look like.
Those teachers utilizing common assessments (see Figure 3 of Chapter IV) for
summative purposes, also should come together as a department or grade level to
review grading procedures and how underlying factors or special considerations will be
handled. An overall theme contained within this data seems to suggest that teachers
are concerned with more than simply establishing an overall number of correct
responses, but rather, are also focused on the needs and background of individual
students, since no item in Table 9 of Chapter IV ranked with a mean lower than 2.29
(see Table 39).
Standard 4: Teachers should be skilled in using assessment results when
making decisions about individual students, planning teaching, developing curriculum,
and school improvement. In looking at components of a student’s final grades (see
Table 10, Chapter IV), the greatest consideration in the data was placed upon tests,
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reports, and projects (M=5.39), and the least consideration (M=1.60) was placed upon a
student’s effort, conduct, or teamwork), using a Likert scale with “1” not at all
considered and “6” being considered to a very large extent.
Table 39
Standard 3: Highest and Lowest Ranked Items
Assessment
Standard
Standard 3: The teacher
should be skilled in
administering, scoring and
interpreting the results of
both externally-produced
and teacher-produced
assessment methods.

Highest Rated Items (Mean)
Factors Considered When Assigning
Grades
* Percentage or overall number of items
correct (5.34)
* Difficulty of the assessment (4.16)

Lowest Rated Items (Mean)
Factors Considered When Assigning
Grades
*Individual student’s socioeconomic
background (2.29)
*An individual student’s language
background (3.29)

Note: 6 point Likert scale ranging from “1” – Not at all considered to “6” – Considered to a very large extent..

The data suggests (see Table 11, Chapter IV) that the strongest purpose for grading
was to communicate achievement of students to parents and others (M=5.24), and to
provide students with an ability to self-assess (M=4.74). Amongst the lower ranked
responses for grading was an ability to identify students for specialized education programs
(M=2.68) and to evaluate the effectiveness of a teacher’s instruction (M=4.23).
While “evaluating the effectiveness of your instruction” fell as a low priority for
how educators use grades, when teachers were asked about how classroom data informs
their instruction, their responses indicated they primarily perceive using data to plan their
teaching (M=4.50) and develop curriculum (M=4.33). Conversely, their responses indicate
they are less likely to use data to follow the school improvement plan (M=3.93) or
differentiate instruction (M=4.03).
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Although these items were still highly rated, Table 40 summarizes the key findings in
terms of the highest and lowest rated teacher self-reported items for Standard 4.
Table 40
Standard 4: Highest and Lowest Ranked Items
Assessment
Standard

Highest Rated Items (Mean)

Lowest Rated Items (Mean)

Standard 4: teachers
should be skilled in using
assessment results when
making decisions about
individual students,
planning teaching,
developing curriculum, and
school improvement.

Degree Items Impact Report Card Grades
* Summative assessment measures (tests,
reports, projects) (5.39)
* Participation (3.40)

Degree Items Impact Report Card Grades
* Student’s effort, conduct, teamwork
(1.60)
*Formative assessment measures (1.62)

What are grades used for?
* Communicate achievement of students
to parents and others (5.24)
*Provide information for student selfevaluation (4.74)

What are grades used for?
*Identify students for specialized
education programs (2.68)
* Evaluate the effectiveness of your
instruction (4.23)

Use of Classroom Data to Inform
Instruction?
* Planning teaching (4.50)
* Developing curriculum (4.33)

Use of Classroom Data to Inform
Instruction?
* Following School Improvement Plan
(3.93)
* Differentiating instruction for a student
(4.03)

Note: 6 point Likert scale ranging from “1” – Not at all considered to “6” – Considered to a very large extent.

Standard 5: Teachers should be skilled in developing valid pupil grading
procedures that use pupil assessments. As reported in the data (see Table 13, Chapter
IV), on a Likert scale with “1” indicating no real understanding and “6” showing a highly
proficient understanding. The middle level teachers feel most proficient with evaluating
homework assignments (M=4.92), pupil-in-class assignments (M=4.76), and projects
(M=4.76). Teachers feel less secure in scoring student essays (M = 3.88).
In looking specifically at the teachers’ overall method for combining
assessments, 60.7% (n = 54) agreed that they weight major assignments more heavily
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than minor assignments, and then average all the marks. Another 28.1% (n = 25) of the
teachers indicated that they average all of a student’s marks as the method for
determining a semester grade (see Table 14, Chapter IV). The open-ended question
associated with this question drew out the voice of the teachers and the philosophical
nuances of how they weight major assignments, or in other words, what percentage
weight teachers assign to formative and summative assessment components when
determining a final grade. This open-ended response item yielded 36 different
responses, with only four teachers agreeing on “Test and Quiz 50%, Projects 25% Daily
Work 25%,” and citing there was a department standard they used. Another response
provided by three teachers read, “Test and Quizzes 70%, Homework 30%.” Only two
other responses shared two respondents each, “Tests 40%, Quizzes 30%, Homework
30%” and “Assessments 40%, Projects 20%, Homework 40%.” When teachers were
asked to comment on the weight of their major assignments (see Table 15, Chapter IV)
they responded with 40 separate and unique methodologies. Clearly there are vast
differences occurring within and across the three middle schools in the same district.
Similarly, differing grading philosophies were revealed with 33 teachers
providing their personal philosophies on grading (see Table 21, Chapter IV). The
responses fell loosely into one of three categories: (a) a student’s final grade is an
average of his/her accomplishments (n = 25), (b) a student’s final grade represents
his/her present level of understanding over the course of a semester (n = 4) , or (c) both
philosophy A and B should be taken into account (n = 4). It is evident that teachers at
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the middle level still rely on traditional grading measures which calculate a student’s
final grade using an accumulation of earned points or percentages over the course of a
semester. There were only four respondents who supported the idea that a student’s
grade should consist of, or represent, the student’s present level of understanding at
the end of the semester. For example, as one of the teacher’s noted, “If a student has
mastered what they needed to over a semester, and that mastery was not evident until
the end, then yes, [I] grade on present level of performance” (Teacher, Site 2).
Teachers who believe in an accumulation of points and percentages and in
grading current progress (n=4) revealed in their open-ended responses a tendency to
base final grading decisions on the apparent growth of individual students. For example,
one teacher noted, “I go on a student to student basis. If I have a student who really
begins trying, I grade on their current effort; but 90% of the time, I follow A [final grade
is an average of his/her accomplishments]” (Teacher, Site 3).
Overall, the data suggest that the same student in two different classrooms
could earn a different final semester grade. Even students in the same class with the
same performance could, in some cases, receive a different grade. This occurs based on
the weighting that occurs between the various elements that make up a teacher’s
grades. Table 41 summarizes the key findings in terms of the highest and lowest rated
teacher self-reported items for Standard 5.
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Table 41
Standard 5: Highest and Lowest Ranked Items
Assessment
Standard

Highest Rated Items (Mean)

Lowest Rated Items (Mean)

Standard 5: Teachers should
be skilled in developing
valid pupil grading
procedures that use pupil
assessments.

How proficient in scoring assessments?
* Homework assignments (4.92)
* Pupil in class performances(4.76)
* Projects (4.76)

How proficient in scoring assessments?
* Essays (3.88)

Standard 5: Teachers should
be skilled in developing
valid pupil grading
procedures that use pupil
assessments.

Method used for combining grades
*Weigh major assignments more heavily
than minor assignments and average all
marks (54, 60.7%)
*Average all of the marks (25, 28.1%)

Method used for combining grades (N, %)
*Throw out one or more of the lowest
scores and average the rest (1, 1.1%)
*Look for trends in the data to grade the
student on what they know and can
demonstrate at the end of the quarter
regardless of their performance at the
beginning of the semester (4, 4.5%)

School has formal policies regarding
grades?
* Yes (38, 42.7%)

School has formal policies regarding
grades?
*No (25, 28.1%)
*Not certain (23, 25.8%)

Explain the school policy
Explain the school policy
* 38 separate and distinct individual
* Tests and Quiz 50%, Projects 25%, Daily
practices listed. See Table 19
Work 25% (cited as a department
standard) (4, 11.1%)
* Tests and Quizzes 70%, Homework 30%
(3, 8.8%)
___________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note: Mean: 6 point Likert scale ranging from “1” – Not real understanding to “6” – Highly proficient understanding. (N, %)
utilized for selected response and open-ended questions.

Standard 6: Teachers should be skilled in communicating assessment results to
students, parents, other lay audiences, and other educators. When teachers ranked
their communication skills with students (see Table 21), parents (see Table 22), and
colleagues (see Table 23), the mean response seems to suggest that teachers focus on
their communication on students with the highest means including providing
substantive oral feedback to students (M=4.92) and utilizing online district technology
to share assessment grades with students (M=4.68). In communicating with parents,
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teachers prefer online methods such as a classroom website, blog, or listserv (M=4.50).
Communication with colleagues is likely to be focused on student achievement (M=3.77)
or on reviewing results from common assessments (M=2.84), but these two did not
differ much from the lowest of the four items, which were developing formative
assessments with colleagues (M=2.61) and developing summative assessments with
colleagues (M=2.62). Table 42 summarizes the key findings in terms of the highest and
lowest rated teacher self-reported items for Standard 6
Table 42
Standard 6: Highest and Lowest Ranked Items
Assessment
Standard
Standard 6: Teachers
should be skilled in
communicating
assessment results to
students, parents, other
lay audiences, and other
educators.

Highest Rated Items (Mean)

Lowest Rated Items (Mean)

Communication with Students
* Provide substantive oral feedback to
students (4.92)
* Utilize online district technology to
share assessment grades with students.

Communication with Students
* Provide substantive written feedback
(3.48)

Communication with Parents
* Provide a class website, listserv, or blog
(4.50)
* Provide outcomes of summative
classroom assessments (3.33)

Communication with Parents
*Share how classroom assessments are
being used in your class (2.49)
*Provide outcomes of formative
classroom assessments (2.52)

Communication with Colleagues
* Discuss student achievement (3.77)
* Review results from a common
assessment (2.84)

Communication with Colleagues
* Develop formative assessments with
colleagues (2.61)
* Develop summative assessments with
colleagues ( 2.62)
Note: Mean: 6 point Likert scale ranging from “1” – Never or almost never to “6” – Multple times each week.

From the administrator interviews, there were statements made that revealed
these teachers connect with individual students first, and then the class as a whole
before graded items are posted online for student and parent consumption. For
example, Administrator 2 noted, “The teachers believe in communicating directly with
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the student(s) in an attempt to get them to take responsibility for their own learning
without a parent intervening.”
District requirements such as parent-teacher conferences, the use of
PowerSchool for online grading, presence of classroom websites, and the presence of an
engaged community seem to create some commonalities between classrooms. Table 42
summarizes the key findings in terms of the highest and lowest rated teacher selfreported items within Standard 6.
Standard 7: Teachers should be skilled in recognizing unethical, illegal, and
otherwise inappropriate assessment methods and uses of assessment information.
When teachers were asked about ethical assessment practices (see Table 24, Chapter
IV), the most agreed upon recommended practices included allowing a student to retest (M=3.99) and weighting homework to determine final grade (M=3.84). Each of
these items fell in the 3.5 to 3.99 range of a 6-point Likert scale in which “1” indicated a
poor assessment practice and “6” indicated a highly recommended assessment practice.
Of the practices with the lowest means, two tendencies emerge: teachers are
less likely to lower a report card grade for a student’s poor behavior (M=1.60), or to
have students grade each other’s work in class (2.38). This data seems to suggest that
teachers are interested in ethical practices governing their assessment decisions, but
this may also result from the trusting environment forged in this district through the
District Guiding Principles as highlighted in the assessment context at the start of
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Chapter V. Table 43 summarizes the key findings in terms of the highest and lowest
rated teacher self-reported items within the Standard 7.
Table 43
Standard 7: Highest and Lowest Ranked Items
Assessment
Standard
Standard 7: Teachers
should be skilled in
recognizing unethical,
illegal, and otherwise
inappropriate assessment
methods and uses of
assessment information.

Highest Rated Items (Mean)

Lowest Rated Items (Mean)

Highly Recommended Assessment Practice
* Allow a student to re-test (3.99)
* Weight homework to determine final
grade (3.84)

Poorly Recommended Assessment Practice
*Lower a report card grade for a student’s
poor behavior (1.60)
*Have students grade each other’s work
in class (2.38)

Note: Mean: 6 point Likert scale ranging from “1” – Poor assessment practice to “6” – Highly recommended
assessment practice.

Influences on Teacher’s Assessment Literacy
According to McMillan and Workman (1998), there clearly is a need for research
on classroom assessment looking for links between classroom assessment practices and
grading, and how teachers use assessment. As described in Chapter IV, to answer
research question three multiple regressions were performed to analyze the potential
relationships between teacher training, perceived assessment knowledge, assessment
practices, and assessment communication practices.
For each of the regressions performed, beginning with the covariate variables
(years of experience, subject area taught, site, and gender) and adding in Assessment
Communication Practices explained 27% of variability in Assessment Communication
practices, adding in Teacher Training explained 17% of the variability in Assessment
Practice, and adding Assessment Knowledge into the model accounted for 38% of
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variability in Assessment Practices. Furthermore, the results of my study reveal that
Teacher Training was not related to Assessment Knowledge, nor could Teacher Training
predict Assessment Communication Practices. These relationships are illustrated in
Figure 4.

Teacher
Training

Assessment
Knowledge

27%*
38%*
17%*

Assessment
Communication
Practices
Assessment
Practice

Figure 4. Predictors of Teachers’ Perceived Assessment Literacy
Note: * represents the percent of variability accounted for by the predictor variable when accompanied by the
covariate variables years of experience, subject, site, and gender.

Further analyses revealed no relationship between Teacher Training and
Assessment Knowledge. However, Teacher Training and covariate variables explain 24%
of the variability in teachers’ perceived Assessment Practices.
The third regression examining the relationship between Teacher Training and
covariate variables on perceived Assessment Communication practices suggested no
relationship. The final two questions within this research question revealed statistically
significant relationships. The combination of covariates and Assessment Knowledge as a
predictor variable in Assessments Practices suggests that 38% of the variability in
Assessment Practices can be explained. In the final analysis, Assessment Knowledge as a
predictor variable accompanied by the covariate variables explained 27% of the
variability in assessment communication practices.
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Table 44 illustrates the impact of the predictor variables on the variable of interest
and highlights additional variables of significance within the model.
Table 44
Significant Variables for Each Regression Model
Predictor Variable (variability explained)

Significant Covariates

Not Significant

Effect of Teacher Training on Assessment Knowledge
(no significance.)
 Site 2 (.008*)
 Gender (.003*)






Years of Experience
Science / Math
English / Social Studies
Site 1

Effect of Assessment Knowledge on Assessment
2
Practices (R = 38%)









Years of Experience
Science / Math
English / Social Studies
Site 1

Effect of Assessment Knowledge on Assessment
2
Communication practices (R = 27%)

 Years of Experience
(.039*)
 Science / Math (.001*)






English / Social Studies
Site 1
Site 2
Gender

Effect of Teacher Training on perceived Assessment
2
Practices (R = 17%)

Effect of Teacher Training on perceived Assessment
Communication practices (no significance.^)
Site 2 (.031*)
Gender (.006*)

Note: p < .05 and therefore these variables are significant. ^ in ANOVA table appears significant; however, in
coefficients table p > .05

Relationship of Results to Existing Studies
A key purpose of my study was to draw meaningful conclusions after comparing
my findings with the literature, identifying similarities and differences, and evaluating
how my findings might contribute to the body of literature surrounding middle level
assessment. This process revealed a simple yet powerful conclusion: communicating
about student achievements requires meaningful grades based on more than an
accumulation of points, and it requires an alignment with school or district learning
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outcomes. Equally important, behind every classroom teacher and their students lies
the assessment context or the degree to which a district supports its teachers and the
degree to which a balanced assessment program exists.
Chapter II provided a detailed account of the historical perspectives on
assessment. My study contributes to this body of research, by capturing a look into the
assessment practices of teachers, as reported by teachers themselves. In regards to
teacher preparation, 55 (61.8%) of the teachers in my study do not recall specific
undergraduate assessment classes, a finding that supports the assertions of Stiggins and
Chappuis (2006), Stiggins and Duke (2008), and Reeves (2008) in that colleges of
education have not been providing direct coursework focused on assessment learning.
My study appears to affirm Guskey (2003), Webber and Luppart (2011), Waugh
and Gronund and Stiggins (2012) in that teachers receive little training, rely on
traditional paper-and-pencil tests, and lack skills needed to design effective
assessments. This study revealed that most middle level teachers in this district had no
college class on assessment in their undergraduate or graduate preparation. Nearly onehalf of these teachers had received at least 11 hours of district professional
development on assessment, and about one-quarter had an additional 13 or more
hours. Despite such training, as well as access to instructional coaches and monthly staff
and professional learning community meetings, these teachers did not report having a
sound understanding of assessment terminology, and most still used predominately
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traditional classroom measures, including oral respond, graded homework, teacher
observation and paper and pencil tests.
My study continues to build upon Guskey (2003), Webber and Luppart (2011),
Waugh and Gronund (2012) and Stiggins (2012), advocating a strong case for specialized
teacher training to develop an understanding of assessment, tailored to real-life middle
school assessment scenarios. Even though strong investments have been made by this
district, this study demonstrates the difficulties faced by a school district in developing
their teachers’ assessment literacy. Despite this district’s belief in a set of guiding
principles focused on student achievement, wide-stretching support for district-wide
professional development opportunities to support teachers (see Chapter IV), and the
existence of a number of the balanced assessment context factors as evidenced through
administrator interviews, teachers at the middle level vary significantly in their
assessment practices. Despite previous district-wide professional development sessions
on differentiation, technology integration, Guskey, and O’Conner’s work on “15 Fixes for
Broken Grades,” there presently exists 40 or more different ways to determine a
student’s grade (see Table 16) amongst 93 teachers; an awakening outcome. Since this
question (see A.L.I.C.E. question 18) allowed teachers an open-ended and optional
response, there is a chance that there are actually more than 40 different systems being
utilized.
My study affirms Schmoker (2009) in his beliefs that many districts are just
beginning to identify ways to provide teachers with a greater understanding of
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assessment tools. With 40 or more different philosophical grading strategies, it will be
critical for this district to determine some shared philosophical beliefs before embarking
on additional professional development related to assessment. Part of the ongoing
learning experience for teachers must help them build their knowledge around
assessment statistics so they can better gauge student progress and inform instruction
(see Table 8). This also affirms the findings of Bol, Stephenson, and Nunnery (1998),
Daniel and King (1998), Shepard (2000), and Stiggins and Chappuis (2011), that building
a teacher’s classroom assessment knowledge must be an ongoing learning process for
educators.
The trends seen in this district’s current assessment context also support the
findings of McMillan and Worman (1998), and Cizek, Fitzgerald, and Ranchor (1996), in
that schools must actively pursue collaborative, reflective and research-based
assessment practices. According to the administrator interviews, this district’s current
work with the Marzano Instructional Framework will forge some shared conversations
about curriculum alignment, instruction, and assessments based on standards essential
for student success. A key component within the framework insists on teachers utilizing
ongoing formative assessment(s) throughout their lessons to gauge learning. For now,
similar to Phye’s (1997) findings, there are almost as many grading philosophies within
these three middle schools as there are teachers, even though nearly a decade has
passed since Phye’s work.
Finally, as Guskey (2012) and Shulman (1980) have found, most teachers in this
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study reported that they use assessment results only to assign grades. My study found
that teachers ranked their top purposes for assessment to be communicate
achievement of students to parents and others, and to provide information for student
self-evaluation (see Table 22). However, administrators reported that the district’s new
teacher evaluation model (based on Marzano’s Instructional Framework) should
encourage teachers to shift towards the inclusion of ongoing formative assessments
within their lessons to check for understanding. A future study will need to ascertain to
what extent this has occurred. See Table 45 for an explanation of these findings in
comparison to previous research findings.
Recommendations for K-12 and Higher Education Leaders
Schools across the nation could benefit from understanding teacher
competencies as related to assessment knowledge and practices. As school
improvement expert Marzano (2000) suggests, “Why would anyone want to change
current grading practices? The answer is quite simple: grades are so imprecise that they
are almost meaningless” (p. 1). In order to get started we need to fully understand what
structures and policies school districts can put into place to establish a balancing local
balanced context to support student learning. Within this study, the teacher’s
perspective was captured through the use of the A.L.I.C.E survey instrument.

184

Table 45
Findings of Gutierrez’s Study and Comparisons to Previous Research
Findings (Gutierrez, 2014)
Study captures a look into the assessment practices of
middle level teachers (n = 94), as reported by the
teachers themselves.

Previous Research
This research provides some evidence of what Bol,
Stephenson, and Nunnery (1998) described as a
relative void in research on the frequency with which
teachers use various assessment methods.

Most teachers did not experience a higher education
assessment course (61.8%), or do not remember having
one (9%). (See Table 4).

Affirms Stiggins and Chappuis (2006), Stiggins
and Duke (2008), and Reeves (2008) noting that
colleges of education often do not provide direct
coursework focused on assessment training.

The teachers’ top frequency assessment strategies were
based on traditional classroom measures: oral response,
graded homework, teacher observations, and paper & pencil
tests (see Table 5).

Affirms Guskey (2003), Webber and Luppart (2011),
Waugh, and Gronund and Stiggins (2012) belief that
teachers receive little training, rely on traditional
paper-and-pencil tests, and lack skills needed to
design effective assessments.

Despite district level PD, instructional coaches, and
monthly staff and professional learning community
meetings, teachers do not presently have a sound
understanding of measures of central tendency,
dispersion, reliability, or potential errors in measurement
(see Table 6).

Affirms Schmoker (2009) that PD has focused on
content and pedagogy with minimal attention to
assessment and Mertler (2004) finding that assessment
literacy is rarely present in new teachers and can be
difficult to develop in school districts.

Nearly half of the teachers received 11 hours of district
assessment training and about one quarter had an
additional 13 hours or more, and numerous efforts to
support assessment including SST Teams, Instructional
coaches, building level PLCs, and the Marzano
Instructional Framework, yet despite these supports,
the study reveals it is difficult to impact the assessment
practices and knowledge of teachers.

Affirms McMillan and Workman (1998); and Cizek,
Fitzgerald, and Rachor (1996); Schmoker (2009) belief
in schools pursuing collaborative, reflective and
research-based assessment practices. Local schools are
beginning to use professional development to help
teachers learn how assessment can inform instruction,
most schools are early in this work.

Within the study, teachers self-reported 40 different
grading philosophies in place amongst 94 teachers
surveyed.

Affirms Phye (1997) whereby it is not surprising that
there are as many grading practices and systems as
there are teachers.

The top reasons for using assessments as reported by
teachers were to communicate achievement of students
to parents and others (M = 5.24) and provide
information for student self-evaluation (M = 4.74)
(See Table 12).

Does not affirm Shulman (1980), or Guskey (2012),
whereby most teachers utilize assessment results only
to assign grades.
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Like a seasoned chef with a full cupboard of spices to utilize under various
conditions, teachers need to be provided ongoing professional development that helps
them develop in their assessment literacy, “a deep understanding of why they assess,
when they assess, and how they assess in ways that positively impact student learning”
(Gallagher & Turley, 2012, p. 84). When teachers see their instruction as a moving from
merely instruction towards a focus on student learning they can then learn from their
students and adjust their instruction accordingly. Meaningful assessments allow an
educator to understand their students, but at the same time design the next steps for
their learning.
A well-articulated local assessment program has great potential to improve
instruction and help students to progress in their mastery. Without careful attention
paid to classroom assessment, practitioners may fall back on using assessments solely to
rank students. As seen through administrator 4, and 5 interviews, districts seeking
balanced assessment must identify a clear set of standards, goals, scales, and learning
targets to enable the teacher to monitor for student growth. In addition, the results of
the assessment must be reviewed and discussed in department and grade level learning
communities to guide and inform instruction. The A.L.I.C.E. results in this study provide
an overview of the teacher’s assessment literacy and habits surrounding assessment. As
educators see the range of grading philosophies from colleagues, this study should
encourage the schools to pursue more common assessment literacy practices.
In order for teachers to deepen their tool belt of assessment practices, and
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improve upon formative assessment practices to understand each student’s needs, K-12
schools will need to rethink professional development around assessment. Professional
development opportunities within this district have been built upon collegial
conversations between educators through the establishment of professional learning
communities in each of the buildings. These small groups of teachers meet regularly to
expand upon their personal experience, feel supported, and capitalize on the potential
synergy of the staff. As seen with the regression analysis, such collegial conversations
should focus on department level conversations, since the regression found significant
differences between teachers teaching science/math and others.
Sustained efforts within this district have provided much professional training
and support (see Table 6); however, as Schmoker (1999, p. 52) cautions, “Most schools
are early in this work and limited in their ability and means to attain intensive
professional training and implementation support.” Such continued efforts should focus
on student learning by developing teacher assessment literacy and provide teachers the
tools for data analysis.
Before the launch of any new professional development plan, the administrators
and lead teachers involved should work to determine an action plan to guide the work
going forward and also pre-determine what the implementation might “look like,”
necessary supports, and the timeline. This would help to alleviate the problem,
highlighted in the interviews, that occurred when the district attempted to adopt
O’Conner’s “15 Fixes” professional development model; each of the three middle
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schools responded differently from attempted adoption to full abandonment (see
Research Question 1 of Chapter IV).
It is going to be difficult, but higher education must find a way to model effective
assessment practices for future teachers. If we want teachers to know and understand
the current levels of student performance in their classroom, they must have a clearer
understanding of assessment literacy. As this study has shown, significant assessment
knowledge and practice differences exist between teachers, even those who have
worked in the same school district for a period of years.
Pre-service teachers must be receiving assessment courses within their
undergraduate and graduate teacher preparation programs. Such courses need to focus
on the practical, real-world, and ethical methods of assessing students’ performance
and using assessment data to inform their instruction. Pre-service teachers in such a
course would use theory and research to understand grading procedures that are
meaningful to the student demographics in the class, and be effective at reporting on
the degree to which students met identified standards. This course should include realworld scenarios that relate to that individual teacher’s field of study, whether it be
English, math, social studies, science, physical education, foreign language or even
performing arts such as band, orchestra, choir, or art.
There is a bright ray of hope that universities may be starting this work. During
the course of this research, in June 2013, Rick Stiggins the retired founder and president
of Assessment Training Institute of Portland, Oregon published his latest book,
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Productive Classroom Assessment in College Courses. This book provides higher
education a guide to the creation use of assessments. At the core of his book lies the
principles reflective of the Assessment Training Institute: a) how to create classroom
assessments reflective of student achievement, and b) how to use student-involved
assessment to maximize confidence, motivation and learning (Stiggins, 2013, p. 129).
Recommendations for Further Research
While this study may prove helpful to other schools seeking to develop balanced
assessment systems, to understand their present classroom assessment practices, or to
design professional development opportunities, I recognize it has significant limitations.
First, as a case study, only one suburban school district and more specifically their
middle level programs were studied. Secondly, this district is not the typical public
school. It is top-rated in the state, possesses community supports parallel to some
private K-12 schools, and enjoys the privileges and supports of its community (i.e.,
parents, businesses, and students driven by students achieving their personal potential).
Third, this study was conducted by a current employee and a parent constituent of the
district studied. While every precaution has been taken to limit my bias and to carefully
follow methodology as approved by Western Michigan University’s HSIRB, there may be
some bias contained herein, but this should not negate the collection of individual
teacher perceptions and practices shared within the study.
Overall, although much of this case study cannot be generalized to a wider
middle level or K-12 education populations, this ground level look at the assessment
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context, teacher reported assessment practices in relationship to the national
standards, and relationships examined among assessment training, assessment
knowledge, assessment practice and assessment communication practices, does provide
a glimpse into the current assessment context within this suburban district.
Researchers may wish to further investigate the appropriateness of using the
Assessment Literacy Inventory for Classroom Educators (A.L.I.C.E.) as a measure of
teacher assessment literacy. Considering the evolving educational policies in the United
States focused on student growth as a measure of teacher effectiveness, A.L.I.C.E. might
provide a means by which districts can assess their current assessment practices and
allocate professional development resources.
Future research on middle level assessment knowledge and practices could also
pursue a number of directions. One opportunity might be to conduct the same study
using the National Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of
Students (1990) with an urban or rural district. In looking at other sample populations
of teachers, a researcher could begin to determine if there are differences based on the
district context: urban, suburban, or rural.
In hindsight, it would have been interesting to directly ask the teachers about
the greatest assessment challenges facing middle level educators. As administrators
responded to this question (see question #7 in administrator protocol), they indicated
teachers need to be savvy with data and utilize available data for more than “an
extrinsic motivator” that encourages underperforming students to perform. Middle
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level assessments will need to move beyond a “sort and sift” model to one that draws
upon the student’s interests, their passions, and provides an engaging experience. In
order to do so, professional learning will need to foster effective instructional and
assessment practices.
A researcher could also conduct this same study via a state-wide look at middle
level assessment with a larger sample population. Finally, a researcher could utilize the
A.L.I.C.E. survey instrument and then follow-up the study with a broader, qualitative
portion that interviews teachers on how they design assessments, delves deeper into
teachers’ reasoning behind independent assessment philosophies, and probes into the
professional development structures at the building and district level to investigate
professional learning opportunities on assessment within a given school district.
Closing Thoughts
In 1933, the Committee on Grading was called together to study assessment. At
the time, one expert who was given the task of looking at grading procedures noted,
“What a mass and a mess it all was! Could order be brought out of such chaos? Could
points of agreement among American educators concerning the perplexing grading
problem actually be discovered?” (Middleton, as cited in Guskey, 1996, p. 1).
One could easily make the same statement today because while some districts
have made progress, assessment related issues are often deeply philosophical in nature
and only unveiled with a percentage or letter grade at the end of the marking period.
Can we honestly say in 2014 that grades for all students are consistent, accurate and
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meaningful? While we know more and more about how people learn, traditional
grading practices may not accurately portray student learning. The landscape of
classroom assessment is quickly changing.
While my study took five years to develop, I feared that the use of the
“Standards for Teacher Competence in Educational Assessment of Students” may have
grown irrelevant over the time period; however, in March 2013, the Michigan
Assessment Consortium published a set of Assessment Literacy Standards. This work is
interesting in that it breaks Assessment Literacy Standards into groups for different
audiences: classroom teachers, building administrators, district administrators,
policymakers, and students. Of the eight key resources that guided this document’s
creation, the American Federation of Teachers, National Council on Measurement in
Education, and the National Education Association’s “Standards for Teacher
Competence in Educational Assessment Students,” lies at the heart of their references,
and appears to lay the foundation for their work (Michigan Assessment Consortium,
2013).
The research supporting the need for high quality classroom assessment at the
national level is exhaustive, and this study has attempted to capture individual teacher’s
perspectives on assessment regarding what occurs in the classroom. While state
systems of accountability can reveal patterns, classroom level assessments can provide
more detailed information and allow teachers who are savvy about assessment
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practices to know their students and to inform classroom instruction. Assessment must
be seen as a tool to improve teaching and learning.
In reflecting on this study, it appears that educators face a paradox:
standardization pushes teachers toward one, central model, often agreed upon by
policymakers. The latest formative assessment push, however, seems to encourage
educators to adjust assessments to meet the needs of individual learners. This study
suggests that 40 different assessment schemes may be undesirable within a single
district, but if the teacher customizes the assessments to fit individual students, this
might not be a problem. Or should the appropriate assessment scheme be to use
assessment to inform instruction, in which case there may be no scheme at all in reality?
If the latter is the case, then institutions of higher learning and district professional
development efforts need to teach prospective teachers to discard grading schemes and
instead look to data (and how to do this). While on the surface this seems relatively
easy, consider evaluating student voices in choir, writing pieces completed by 8 th
graders, or a poetic review of a key unit’s major theme.
Overall, if we want to maximize a student’s ability to master content and to
achieve at their highest potential, we must pay greater attention to the assessment
literacy of classroom teachers.
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Interview Protocol for Seven District Administrators
Time:

30-45 minutes depending on the availability of the individual.

Open Ended-Questions for the Interview:
1.

Through district-wide professional development, approximately how many hours
of professional development in the past five years have focused on assessment
or grading practices?

2.

At the building level, particularly in the middle schools (or your school),
approximately how many hours of professional development in the past five
years have focused on assessment or grading practices?

3.

Does the district currently have a comprehensive assessment plan for the middle
level?
a.

Are teachers aware of the plan?

b.

Has there been any additional professional development, staff meeting

or department time focused on the administration, collection, and intended use
of the assessment data?
i. What specific assessment information was covered?
ii. How many hours (1 day = 6 hrs) were staff involved in this
session?
c.

Are there any assessment administration guidelines based on

standardized procedures?
d.

What professional development resources (key individuals or materials)

have district professional development opportunities on assessment utilized?
4.

Based on the district’s assessment plan, what are the current uses for student
assessments?
[Examples: Screening assessments, diagnostic assessments, progress monitoring,
outcome assessment, identify need for support, validate, review outcomes.]
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Interview Protocol for Seven District Administrators - Continued
5.

In your opinion, are teachers at the middle level aware of the expected level of
achievement for students in English language arts and math at grades 7 and 8?
For example: do you believe staff interpret the data they have to know whether
a student is at grade level, above grade level, or in need of additional supports.
(Provide an example.)

6.

In hiring new teachers to the district, do any interview questions review a
candidate's knowledge of classroom assessment? Standardized assessments?

7.

What do you perceive to be the greatest challenges facing middle level teachers
as related to assessment and grading practices?

8.

Does the district currently have tools by which teachers can communicate
assessment results with parents?

9.

a.

Are teachers adequately trained in the use of these tools?

b.

Are any additional tools planned for introduction in the next couple years?

Are there any specific published books, articles, or researchers that your staff has
drawn from in their professional development opportunities on assessment?

10.

How are you working with teachers to prepare them for 25% of their Educator
Evaluation drawing from student growth and achievement data in 2013-14, 40%
in 2014-2015, and 50% in 2015-2016?

Follow-up:
A thank you card will be sent in gratitude for the individual’s time and input. Each
administrator may review the transcript from their interview. An opportunity to review
the final study will be extended to each of the administrators.
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Assessment Literacy Inventory
for Classroom Educators
(A.L.I.C.E.)

Susan Gutierrez
Western Michigan University

Description of the inventory:
This inventory consists of two parts. Part I consists of 9 items asking about your
background as a classroom teacher. Part II consists of 15 items related to the seven
“Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students.” Some
of the items are intended to measure general concepts related to testing and
assessment, including the use of assessment activities for assigning student grades and
communicating the results of assessment to students and parents; other items are
related to knowledge of standardized testing and the remaining items are related to
classroom assessment
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Assessment Literacy Inventory for Classroom Educators (A.L.I.C.E.)
1. Which best describes the highest educational level you have attained?
a. Bachelor’s Degree
b. Master’s Degree
c. Master’s Degree + 30 credits
d. Master’s Degree + 45 credits
e. Ed.D or Ph.D.
2. Including this year, how many years of experience do you have as a classroom teacher? ____
3. To the best of your knowledge, did you take a course in classroom assessment
as part of your undergraduate teacher preparation?
a. Yes

b. No

c. I don’t remember.

4. To the best of your knowledge, did you take a course in classroom assessment
as part of any graduate program?
a. Yes

b. No

c. I don’t remember.

5. While in your current district, how many professional development hours
have been provided by the district to study classroom assessment topics?
Approximately ______ hours.
6. While in your current district, how many external hours of study
(conferences, graduate courses, personal study) have you spent studying
classroom assessment topics?
Approximately ______ hours.
7. Which subject best describes your current teaching assignment or the
majority of your current assignment?
a. Science or Math
b. English Language Arts or Social Studies
c. Other
8. Indicate your teaching certification.
a. Elementary b. Secondary c. K-12 Degree
Specifically grades _____to____ (For example: K to 8, 7 to 12, or K to 12).
9. Please indicate your gender:

a. Male

b. Female
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Choice & Development of Assessment Methods
10. Please indicate how often you choose to use each of the following
assessment strategies in your classroom.
Never, or
almost
never.

A few
times each
year.

About
once a
month.

About
once
every two
weeks

About
once a
week.

Multiple
times each
week.

a) Oral response(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Spontaneous performance
assessment(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Structured performance
assessment(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) Portfolio(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

e) Rubric or rating scale(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

f) Rubric or rating scale(s)
(peer or self-assessment)

1

2

3

4

5

6

g) Written essay(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

h) Paper-and-pencil test(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

i) Graded homework

1

2

3

4

5

6

j) Teacher observation(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

k) Project(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

l) Self-developed assessment(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

m) Assessment(s) borrowed from a
colleague or your department

1

2

3

4

5

6

n) Publisher developed
assessment(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

o) District developed assessment(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

p) Online assessment(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

q) Questions from the text

1

2

3

4

5

6

r) Criterion referenced test(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

s) Norm referenced test(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

(teacher observed)
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11. Please indicate to what degree you understand how to develop each of the
following assessment strategies for your classroom.

No real
Understanding
a) Oral response(s)

Highly
Proficient
Understanding

Not
Applicable
to my
teaching

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

b) Spontaneous
performance assessment(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

c) Structured performance
assessment(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

d) Portfolio(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

e) Rating scale(s) (teacher observed)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

f) Rating scale(s) (peer or
self-assessment)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

g) Written essay(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

h) Paper-and-pencil test(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

I) Graded homework

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

j) Teacher observation(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

k) Project(s)

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

l) Self developed

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

assessment(s)
m) Modify an assessment(s) borrowed
from a colleague or your department
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Administering, Scoring and Interpreting Assessments
12. To what degree do you consider these factors when assigning grades on
classroom assessments?
Not at all
Considered

Considered
to a very
Large Extent

a) Percentage or overall number of
items correct.

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Difficulty of the assessment.

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) How the entire class performed
on the assessment.

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) An individual student’s ability
level.

1

2

3

4

5

6

e) An individual student’s
socioeconomic background.

1

2

3

4

5

6

f) An individual student’s language
background.

1

2

3

4

5

6

g) Effort of individual students

1

2

3

4

5

6

13. To what degree do you use the following source(s) of information as you
assign a final report card grade?
Not at all
Considered

Considered to
a Very Large Extent

a) Summative assessment measures
(tests, reports, projects)

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Attendance

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Participation

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) Formative assessment measures
(in-class questioning, one-on-one or
class discussions, etc.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

e) A student’s effort, conduct or
teamwork

1

2

3

4

5

6
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14. To what degree are the following factors reasons why you assign letter grades
in your classroom?
Not at all
Considered

Considered
to a very
Large Extent

a) Communicate achievement of
students to parents and others.

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Provide information for student
self-evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Identify students for specialized
education programs.

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) Evaluate the effectiveness of your
instruction.

1

2

3

4

5

6

e) Provide evidence of a student’s
effort and responsibility.

1

2

3

4

5

6

f) Motivate a student to learn.

1

2

3

4

5

6

15. How proficient would you rate yourself in understanding the following
assessment concepts?
No real
Understanding
a) Percentile ranks

Highly
Proficient
Understanding

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Standard scores

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) Grade equivalents

1

2

3

4

5

6

e) Performance assessment rubrics

1

2

3

4

5

6

f) Measures of central tendency

1

2

3

4

5

6

g) Dispersion

1

2

3

4

5

6

h) Reliability

1

2

3

4

5

6

i) Errors of Measurement

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Grade level cut scores

239

Using Assessment Data to Inform the Classroom and School Improvement
16. How proficient would you rate yourself in scoring the following assessments
in your classroom.
No real
Understanding
a) Pupil in class performances

Highly
Proficient
Understanding

Not
Applicable
to my
teaching

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

c) Projects

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

d) Essays

1

2

3

4

5

6

N/A

b) Homework assignments

17. To what extent do you use classroom level assessment data when making
decisions about…

Not at all
Considered

Considered
to a very
Large Extent

a) Differentiating instruction for a
student

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Differentiating instruction to
accommodate a student with an IEP

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Planning your teaching

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) Developing curriculum

1

2

3

4

5

6

e) Following
your school improvement plan

1

2

3

4

5

6
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Grading Procedures
18. What method do you most often use for combining grades from your assessments
(e.g., quizzes, tests, projects) into a final grade for a semester? (Check only one.)
_____ a. Average all of the marks
_____ b. Throw out one or more of the student’s lowest scores and average the rest of
the marks
_____ c. Look for trends in the data to grade the student on what they know and can
demonstrate at the end of the quarter regardless of their performance at the
beginning of the semester.
_____ d. Weigh major assignments more heavily than minor assignments and then
average all marks. Please explain your method below.
_____ e. Other (please explain)
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
If you chose “d” then describe how your assignments are weighted:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
19. Does your school have any formal policies that all staff members are asked to
follow in determining a student’s grades?
_____ a. No.
_____ b. Not certain.
_____ c. Yes. If yes, please explain the policy.
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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20. Should a student’s final grade be an average of his/her accomplishments
over the course of a quarter OR should the student receive a grade that
indicates his/her present level (at the end of the semester) of understanding?
_____ a. A student’s final grade is an average of his/her accomplishments over
the course of a semester.
_____ b. A student’s final grade represents his/her present level of understanding over
the course of a semester.
Explain your answer:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Communication of Assessment Results
21. How often do you communicate with students in the following areas?

Never, or
almost
never.

A few
times per
year.

About
once a
month.

About
once
every two
weeks.

About
once a
week.

Multiple
times each
week.

a) Provide substantive written
feedback to students.

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Provide substantive oral feedback
to students.

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Utilize online district technology
to share assessment grades with
students.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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22. How often do you communicate with parent(s)/guardian in these areas?

Never, or
almost
never.

A few
times per
year.

About
once a
month.

About
once
every two
weeks.

About
once a
week.

Multiple
times each
week.

a) Share how classroom assessments
are being used in your class.

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Provide email communication
regarding assessments.

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Provide outcomes of formative
classroom assessments.

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) Provide outcomes of summative
classroom assessments.

1

2

3

4

5

6

e) Provide a class website, listserv,
or blog information sharing when
assessments will occur.

1

2

3

4

5

6

23. How often do you communicate with colleagues in the following areas?

Never, or
almost
never.

A few
times per
year.

About
once a
month.

About
once
every two
weeks.

About
once a
week.

Multiple
times each
week.

a) Discuss student assessment.

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Review results from a common
assessment.

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Develop formative assessments
with colleagues.

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) Develop summative assessments
with colleagues.

1

2

3

4

5

6

a) Discuss student assessment.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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Professional Ethics in Assessment
24. For each of the items below, please rank to what degree the assessment
practice is appropriate.

Poor
Assessment
Practice

Highly
Recommended
Assessment Practice

a) Weight homework to determine
final grade.

1

2

3

4

5

6

b) Give a student an “A” for
mastering the standards even with
homework missing.

1

2

3

4

5

6

c) Grade essay tests while knowing
the identities of the student writers.

1

2

3

4

5

6

d) Lower a report card grade for a
student’s poor behavior.

1

2

3

4

5

6

e) Consider student effort when
grading.

1

2

3

4

5

6

f) Consider a student’s home life
when grading.

1

2

3

4

5

6

g) Consider student ability levels
when determining grades.

1

2

3

4

5

6

h) Have students grade each other’s
work in class.

1

2

3

4

5

6

i) Lower a student’s grade for late
work.

1

2

3

4

5

6

j) Discuss student progress with a
colleague who does not have this
student in class.

1

2

3

4

5

6

k) Allowing a student to re-test.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Thank you for your participation. Your input is appreciated!
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Appendix G
Alignment of The Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment
of Students (1990) with A.L.I.C.E. Questions and Combined Variables
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Alignment of The Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of
Students (1990) with A.L.I.C.E. Questions and Combined Variables
Competencies

A.L.I.C.E

Combined Variables

Question
Standard 1: Teachers should be skilled in
choosing assessment methods appropriate
for instructional decisions.

10

Assessment Practice (L)

15

Assessment Knowledge (L)

Standards 2: Teachers should be skilled in
developing assessment methods appropriate
for instructional decisions.

11

Assessment Knowledge (L)

Standard 3: The teacher should be skilled in
administering, scoring and interpreting the
results of both externally-produced and
teacher-produced assessment methods.

12

Assessment Practice (L)

Standard 4: Teachers should be skilled in
using assessment results when making
decisions about individual students, planning
teaching, developing curriculum, and school
improvement.

13

Assessment Practice (L)

14

Assessment Practice (L)

17

Assessment Practice (L)

Standard 5: Teachers should be skilled in
developing valid pupil grading procedures
that use pupil assessments.

16

Assessment Knowledge (L)

18

Assessment Practice (MC/O)

19

Assessment Practice (MC/O)

20

Assessment Practice (O)

Standard 6: Teachers should be skilled in
communicating assessment results to
students, parents, other lay audiences, and
other educators.

21

Assessment Communication (L)

22

Assessment Communication (L)

23

Assessment Communication (L)

Standard 7: Teachers should be skilled in
recognizing unethical, illegal, and otherwise
inappropriate assessment methods and uses
of assessment information.

24

No combined variable (L)

(L) – Indicates item utilizes a six-point Likert scale. (MC) – Multiple Choice. (O) – Open Ended.
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Appendix H
Email to Principals Requesting Participation
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Principal Email to Determine Staff Meeting Date
To:
Date:
RE:

Principal One, Principal Two, and Principal Three
February 22, 2013
FROM NATIONAL STANDARDS TO CLASSROOMS: A CASE STUDY OF MIDDLE LEVEL
TEACHERS’ ASSESSMENT KNOWLEDGE AND PRACTICE

Dear Middle Level Principals -As we have discussed informally in the past, I have received HSIRB approval from Western
Michigan University and District Superintendent’s approval to complete my dissertation
research by gathering input from each of your teaching staff members through a survey
instrument entitled Assessment Literacy Inventory for Classroom Educators or A.L.I.C.E.
Background to the Study:
In this era of educational accountability, a high achieving district must insist on designing a
learning environment that allows students to achieve their individual potential. It is a common
theme frequently addressed in educational literature: the need for better assessment practices
that both measure and improve student learning (Commission on Instructionally Supportive
Assessment, 2001; Guskey, 2012; Shepard, 2000; Wiggins 1998). Several authors argue that
educators need to know a core of essential knowledge about classroom assessment, including
principles and theories, techniques and practices, and applications and outcomes (Eisner, 1998;
Gallagher, 1998; McMillan, 1997; Rudner & Schafer, 2002). In general, however, research
regarding assessment knowledge has not found its way into practice in the United States
(Guskey, 2012).
What I’m requesting from each of you:
*Allow me 20-25 minutes at an upcoming staff meeting date when assessment
practices will not be discussed.
*Staff will be presented with an informed consent letter and may choose to participate
or not to participate.
*I’ll supply a light snack and drink for your meeting and three gift cards to be awarded
during the session.
*Staff will take a paper-and-pencil survey anonymously.
*At a later date, I'll be working to set up a 45 minute appointment with you to allow for
a personal interview regarding assessment practices in the building and professional
development in this area.
I’ll plan to follow-up this email with a personal phone call to each of you to determine
convenient dates for these two items to occur. Each of you will have an opportunity to review
and obtain a copy of the study once it's complete.
With appreciation,

Susan Gutierrez
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Appendix I
DR. Craig Mertler Email Permission
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December 18, 2013

Dr. Craig A. Mertler
to me
Hi Susan,
Nice to hear from you, and to know that you are making good progress on your
dissertation study!
Yes, you have our permission to use the figure that appeared in our paper.
I like the instrument you developed; it seems to cover assessment in a very thorough
manner.
Continued good luck and success!! Please let me know if I can assist you in any further
manner.

Best Regards,
Craig A. Mertler
DR. CRAIG A. MERTLER
President, Mertler Educational Consulting, LLC
Delray Beach, FL
Web: www.craigmertler.com/mec
Phone: 561-665-0572
Email: craig.mertler@gmail.com

